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I 
GENERAL OVERVIEW 
"... what we have called 'vocational interests' are an important aspect of personality ... 
If vocational interests are an expression of personality, then it follows that interest inventories 
are personality inventories" (Holland, 1985, p. 8). While interest and personality 
measurement oft times are considered distinct, yet overlapping, domains, many researchers 
have portrayed these two as inextricably intertwined (Brown, 1954). This naturally begs the 
question, are instruments designed to measure interests and personality distinct? With the 
progression of interest assessment into more theoretical domains (e.g., Gati, 1991; Hogan. 
1983; Holland, 1985; Prediger, 1982), are the lines that once distinguished these two domains 
fading away and leaving us with uistruments tapping into the same source of individual 
differences, while researchers in each domain organize and name variables such that suggest 
they are providing incremental information? That is the crux of the research presented herein. 
Schmidt, Lubinski, and Benbow (under review) have provided evidence that the 
Strong Interest Inventory (Strong) can be used appropriately with intellectually talented 
adolescents at age 13 in ways comparable to how it is used with adults. The current research 
will investigate the extent to which broader measures of personality (i.e.. Adjective Check List 
- ACL; Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire - MPQ) can be used appropriately with 
this population by examining the internal structure and external correlates of the scales on 
these instruments. 
The current research will then investigate the extent to which these two traditional 
personality instruments are providing incremental validity, in the context of a wide array of 
criteria, relative to one another. Furthermore, the current research will examine more 
generally the extent to which interests (as assessed by the Strong) and personality (as assessed 
by the ACL and MPQ) measure redundant or unique sources of individual differences. 
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Dissertation Organization 
There are two main sections that make up this dissertation. The first section is 
comprised of a literature review which gives an overview of 1) the unique population studied 
in this research, 2) the theoretical underpinnings of the research conducted, 3) the personality 
and interest instruments used in the current research, demarcating uses and roles in their 
respective domains, and 4) interests and personality examined together. In the second section. 
I present a complete manuscript entitled, "Examining the construct validity of broad 
personality measures for intellectually gifted adolescents: Are we getting unique information 
relative to vocational preferences?" This is followed by a general conclusion that briefly 
summarizes the results of the empirical study. A series of appendices are also included which 
present results from ancillary analyses that may be of interest to some readers. This is 
followed by notes relevant to the empirical study. Finally, references used in both sections are 
provided at the end of this document. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
The Intellectually Talented 
Over the last 25 years the Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth (SMPY) has 
systematically demonstrated the utility of above-level ability testing. That is, administering 
ability instruments designed for 17- to 18-year old students (e.g., the Scholastic Aptitude Test 
~ SAT) to 13-year old intellectually talented students. SMPY, which was initiated by Julian 
C. Stanley at Johns Hopkins University in 1971, is a planned 50-year longitudinal study in 
which, to date, well over 5,000 gifted adolescents have been identified (Lubinski & Benbow, 
1994). Stanley stood on the shoulders of researchers such as Hollingworth, Pressey. 
Seashore, and Terman when he implemented above-level ability testing. Carl Seashore (1922) 
put forth the axiom, "Keep each student busy at his [or her] highest level of achievement in 
order that he [or she] may be successful, happy, and good" (p. 644). This axiom, as applied 
to intellectually talented students, captures much of the motivation behind SMPY. 
Stanley noted that grade-appropriate tests sire often limited by ceiling effects and, as a 
result, are unable to differentiate amongst intellectually talented individuals. On the other 
hand, above-level ability tests were found to distinguish individual differences in intellectual 
talent of gifted students. For example, each year seventh graders who score in the top 3% on 
ability tests administered in their schools (e.g.. Iowa Test of Basic Skills) are given the 
opportunity to take the SAT. As shown in Figure 1. the scores of students in the top 1% of 
ability produce distributions comparable to those of typical high school students (Benbow, 
1988, 1990; Benbow & Stanley, 1983, 1996). The consistency of results supporting above-
level testing has been highly influential in the identification of intellectual talent in early 
adolescence and providing educational opportunities (e.g., acceleration) commensurate with 
the needs of these students. 
SMPY has demonstrated not only the utility of acceleration for intellectually talented 
students (for reviews, see Benbow, 1992; Benbow & Lubinski, 1996; Benbow & Stanley, 
1983), but also the need to assess multiple ability domains (e.g., verbal, quantitative. 
Using grade appropriate testing (percentiles) 
0 to 20 10 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Using oul-of-lcvci testing (pcrccntilcs) 
Figure I. The dispersement of talent among intellectually gifted as a result orout-of-level testing Modeled from a figure in 
Benbow (1992) 
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mechanical/spatial) which provides a better picture of the relative strengths and weaknesses of 
these individuals (Benbow, 1992; Solano, 1979; Stanley, 1979). Both the level ^id pattern of 
abilities have applied psychological significance for these students (just as they do for college-
bound high school students) and allow one to offer appropriate educational programming in 
order to keep these students "busy at their highest level of achievement." More verbally 
talented individuals tend to gravitate toward and excel in languages and the humanities, 
whereas more quantitatively talented individuals tend to gravitate toward and excel in 
math/science disciplines (Benbow, 1992; Benbow & Lubinski, 1996; Benbow & Stanley, 
1983; Humphreys, Lubinski, &. Yao. 1993). 
Abilities are only one facet of an individual's psychological make-up; preferences also 
need to be evaluated in order to determine correspondent learning and working environments. 
Abilities and preferences constitute the primary sources of individual differences examined for 
educational and vocational counseling purposes (Dawis, 1991, 1992; Williamson, 1965). 
Thus, SMPY has focused on teaming preference assessment with ability assessment, in order 
to attain a more holistic picture of each individual and thereby provide appropriate educational 
and vocational guidance for these young adolescents. 
Many instruments designed to assess preferences are, however, designed for use with 
young adults. Is it appropriate to assess preferences with this younger population in a way 
commensurate with above-level ability assessment where instruments designed for 17-year 
olds are valid for use with these 13-year olds? Over the years, several lines of research have 
developed suggesting that preference instruments caii be used appropriately with intellectually 
talented adolescents. 
For example. Fox, Pasternak, and Peiser (1976) found that precocious abilities seem to 
be related to more maturely developed interest profiles. Haier and Denham (1976) noted that 
the profiles of gifted adolescents (based on measures of interests, values. & personality) were 
similar to those of older persons. These findings are supplemented by evidence that 
adolescents with high levels of ability tend to interact with older populations (Silverman, 
1993) which is likely to lead to a higher degree of self-awareness. Furthermore, there is 
evidence that gifted adolescents begin to think about career plans, whether educational or 
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vocational, at an earlier age (Kerr & Erb. 1991: Milne, 1979; Willings, 1986). This 
precocious career planning suggests that preferences may develop and solidify earlier among 
the intellectually talented. 
More recently, SMPY researchers have produced a series of studies that have 
systematically investigated the applied utility of assessing two preference dimensions (viz., 
interests &. values) with this population. Lubinski, Benbow, and Ryan (1995) provided 
evidence that intellectually talented individuals initially assessed at age 13 had relatively stable 
interests over a 15-year period. In a constructive replication (Lykken, 1968) of this study, 
Lubinski, Schmidt, and Benbow (1996) provided evidence for the longitudinal stability of 
values over a 20-year time-span for an independent sample of intellectually talented 
adolescents. They, too, found these personological variables to be relatively stable when 
initially assessed at age 13, as well as providing evidence that the intercorrelational structure 
of scales, assessed in adolescence and adulthood, were similar. In general, the stability of 
interests and values, as assessed at age 13, was comparable to the stability found in an adult 
population (cf, Campbell, 1971; Kelly, 1955), which suggests that interests and values 
crystallize at an early age for these individuals. 
While these two studies on the long-term stability of preferences laid important 
groundwork, temporal stability alone is insufficient for justifying the use of questionnaires 
initially designed for much older people with intellectually gifted young adolescents. Schmidt 
et al. (under review) took this one step further by investigating the construct validity of these 
interest and value instruments for intellectually talented youth. Specifically, they examined the 
convergent and discriminant correlational patterns of scales on these instruments with external 
criteria (ranging fi-om life-span data to questionnaire data to ability data) and found that the 
correlations generally conformed to theoretical expectations. Furthermore, they found 
evidence suggesting that the underlying covariance structure of both instruments were 
comparable to that of an adult sample (graduate students in top math/science departments 
across the country). The results of this study suggested, more so than before, that instruments 
initially designed for use with older populations can be used appropriately in educational and 
vocational counseling of these intellectually talented adolescents at age 13. 
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Overall, the results of these three studies, coupled with previous research, suggests 
that gifted adolescents have precocious preference development and that they are likely to 
profit fi-om preference assessment at an early age. The current research will involve 
examining the appropriateness of using more globular measures of personality for these young 
adolescents. This will be outlined in greater detail later, however, before going any fiirther it 
may be helpful to briefly outline the underlying theoretical framework that structures SMPY's 
research. 
Theoretical Background 
Differential (individual differences) psychology and counseling psychology have 
always been intertwined, as the latter evolved out of the former (Dawis, 1992). Individual 
differences psychology has provided counseling psychology with methods for client 
assessment (e.g., psychological tests), while counseling psychology has provided individual 
differences psychology with a structure (e.g., theory) in which to work (Dawis, 1992). 
Perhaps one of the most salient similarities between these two domains lies in matching 
individuals to environments (i.e., person-environment congruence). 
Person-Environment Congruence 
Person-environment (PE) congruence has been an underlying current in vocational 
psychology dating back to the father of vocational guidance, Frank Parsons (1909), who 
espoused matching individuals to jobs when making vocational decisions. PE congruence is 
based on the notion that, as opposed to examining the individual or the environment in 
isolation, one needs to examine the individual and environment in conjunction in order to 
"match" the two (Dawis, 1992). Pervin (1990. p. 5) aptly described the underlying reasoning 
noting that, "at every moment an organism is within an environment, the organism and its 
milieu must be considered together." In general, it is proposed that if there is correspondence 
between an individual and a work environment, this will result in higher performance levels, 
greater satisfaction, and longer length of stay in an occupation, while, if there is 
discorrespondence, the results will be in the opposite direction (Dawis & Lofquist, 1984; 
Pervin, 1968). 
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According to Zytowski and Borgen (1983), PE congruence is based on the 
assumptions that; I) people in an occupation who are satisfied and are performing 
satisfactorily share a set of psychological characteristics (birds of a feather flock together), 2) 
there are important differences in both people and occupations that we can measure, 3) 
outcomes are dependent on the interaction between the individual and the environment, and 4) 
characteristics of individuals and of occupations are sufficiently stable over time to warrant 
attempts at long-term predictions. The basic tenet of PE congruence (or PE fit) are that both 
individuals and environments have requirements or needs that must be met in order for the 
relationship to be maintained. Congruence, or fit. is established if the individual meets the 
requirements of the environment, and the environment meets the requirements of the 
individual. When this occurs in an environment such as one's job. individuals will be 
productive and happy, and both the individual and the employer will be motivated to continue 
the relationship. However, if one of these entities fails to provide what the other requires, the 
relationship will tend to diminish (i.e., it is unlikely that the relationship will stand the test of 
time). 
Perhaps one of the most dynamic, broad-spanning treatise of PE congruence has come 
fi-om the work of Lofquist and Dawis (1991) in which they advocate this theory as a general 
approach to counseling. Lofquist and Dawis begin their book by stating that, "... most 
problems brought to counselors by clients stem from lack of fit, or discorrespondences. 
beuv'een the person and the environment" (p. 1). Lofquist and Dawis advocate the use of PE 
counseling across a wide array of domains, ranging fi^om vocational counseling to 
marriage/family counseling to personal counseling (e.g., for stress, addiction) to personnel 
decision-making to job training/education. Their approach emphasizes taking individual 
differences into account and focusing attention on identifying environments that are likely to 
result in correspondence between the individual and the environment. 
"Person-environment is what vocational psychology is all about" (Osipow, 1987, p. 
333). Though this viewpoint, and the relative influence of PE correspondence, has waxed and 
waned since the early 1900's (Spokane, 1985), researchers in counseling and individual 
differences psychology have continually striven to refine theories and the methods by which 
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these theories are evaluated. Many theories have been espoused, all with similar 
underpinnings based on PE correspondence. The Theoiy of Work Adjustment (Dawis & 
Lofquist, 1984) provides the specific fi-amework for the current research. 
Theory of Work Adjustment 
As mentioned earlier, Lofquist and Dawis (1991) provide an overarching theoretical 
approach for using PE congruence in counseling psychology and demonstrate a wide variety 
of domains in which this method can be effectively used. Prior to this general model, 
however, these researchers had developed the Theory of Work Adjustment (TWA; Dawis & 
Lofquist, 1984), which applied PE congruence to the vocational realm and was readily 
adaptable to the educational realm. Katzell (1993) used TWA to integrate many of the 
concepts found in industrial and organizational psychology, while Lubinski, Benbow, and 
Sanders (1993) suggested this as a comprehensive model to examine educational choices. In 
essence, TWA is a special case of their PE congruence counseling model. 
According to Dawis and Lofquist (1984), individuals and environments respond to the 
requirements of the other in an attempt to maintain a mutually beneficial relationship. This is 
known as adjustment. On the person side of the equation, one can examine abilities and 
preferences; while, on the environment side of the equation, one can examine ability 
requirements and reinforcer patterns. The individual, therefore, can be described according to 
the set of abilities that he/she can offer to an environment, as well as the set of needs or 
preferences that the individual requires of the environment. The work environment, on the 
other hand, can be described according to the abilities it requires fi"om individuals and the 
reinforcers it offers individuals. The work environment is usually described in terms of the 
characteristics (i.e., abilities and preferences) of individuals currently in the 
educational/vocational environment (Dawis &. Lofquist, 1984; Holland, 1976). 
The individual, therefore, is looking for a particular set of preferred conditions from 
the environment, while the environment requires a set of abilities fi"om the individual. One can 
assess the extent to which an individual's abilities and preferences are congruent with the 
abilities and preferences of individuals currently in a given job or educational track. The 
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degree to which these dimensions match (i.e., abilities-ability requirements, preferences-
reinforcer patterns) is referred to as correspondence (see Figure 2). 
Correspondence between an individual's preferences and the environment's reinforcer 
pattern resuhs in satisfaction (i.e., the satisfaction of the individual with the environment). A 
satisfied individual is an individual whose needs are met. Satisfaction will determine whether 
an individual wishes to remain in the current environment or leave (e.g., quitting a job or 
changing educational tracks). Correspondence between an individual's ability and the ability 
requirements of an environment leads to satisfactoriness (e.g., the satisfaction of the employer 
with the individual). Satisfactoriness will determine whether an environment wishes to retain 
the individual or disengage fi-om the individual (e.g., transfer, fire). 
Dawis and Lofquist (1984) fiarther maintain that satisfaction and satisfactoriness are 
the two primary indicants of adjustment, which, in turn, fiinction jointly to predict tenure (i.e., 
length of time an individual remains in an environment). The underlying motive of both the 
individual and the environment is to achieve and maintain correspondence. Thus, a better fit 
between the person and the environment will lead to longer relationships. Specifically, high 
levels of satisfaction and satisfactoriness are both needed for extended tenure. If either of 
these are low, it is unlikely that the relationship between the person and the environment v/ill 
be maintained. If the satisfaction is low, the individual will be motivated to terminate the 
relationship, whereas if satisfactoriness is low, the relationship will be terminated because the 
individual cannot meet the requirements of the environment. 
TWA has been utilized by SMPY as a model for examining pre-vocational choices 
such as choosing an educational track (Lubinski et al., 1993). TWA provides a model for 
identifying educational tracks students are likely to be successfijl in and satisfied with, which 
presumably will result in extended tenure within corresponding occupational categories. This 
model can also be used as a tool for forecasting and contrasting educational tracks that 
different types of gifted adolescents are likely to choose. 
Now that the theoretical backdrop has been set, the motivation for the current research 
should be more clear. The current research will be dealing with the assessment of 
personological variables (i.e., interests and personality) and the empirical overlap of 
Individual Job 
Correspondence 
Correspondence 
Reinforcer 
Pallern 
Preferences 
Abilities 
Tenure 
Figure 2 A partial representation ofthe Theoiy ofWork Adjustment Based on Dawis and Lofquist (1984), 
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instruments designed to assess these domains as they pertain to relevant educational and 
vocational criteria. 
Personality 
The scientific and empirical history of personality assessment dates back to the early 
1900's, where many personality instruments were developed out of societal pressures to 
forecast important personal outcomes (e.g., personal and social adjustment, satisfaction with 
vocational choice), while others were developed along theoretical grounds (Goldberg, 1971). 
This resulted in an explosion of instruments designed to assess personality which invariably led 
to conclusions that personality was an ill-defined concept that seemed to have as many 
definitions as authors (AUport & Vernon, 1930). Forty years later, Goldberg (1971) noted the 
same problem. He noted not only that there was an abundance of personality instruments and 
that new instruments were likely to continue to be developed at a rapid pace, but that the 
bifurcation of existing concepts was yet another method whereby researchers were increasing 
the number of personality instruments. Twenty years later, John (1990) again stated this 
concern: 
Researchers, as well as practitioners in the field of personality assessment, are faced with a 
bewildering array of personality scales from which to choose, with little guidance and no 
overall rationale at hand. (p. 66) 
John continues on to point out an even greater concern that arises fi^om this proliferation of 
personality instruments. Personality scales that are named similarly often are not measuring 
the same construct, and personality scales that are named quite differently are often 
overlapping in both item content and coverage. 
It is interesting to note that ability assessment has (and to some degree still does) 
experienced a similar dilemma. With decades of research, however, there is a growing 
consensus regarding the higher-order structure of abilities. The hierarchy places general 
cognitive ability at the top. major group factors (e.g., verbal, quantitative, & 
spatial/mechanical abilities) at the next level, and more specific factors or tests at the lower 
levels of the hierarchy. The establishment of general cognitive ability at the top of the 
hierarchy comes about by examining the communality of a wide variety of ability tests and 
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noting that there is an underlying general ability that runs through all cognitive tests 
(Ackerman, 1996; Carroll, 1993; Humphreys, 1979; Lubinski & Dawis, 1992). 
In personality assessment, the results are somewhat less clear cut than abilities. 
Nevertheless, there is a growing body of evidence to suggest that there are five major 
personality domains running through many personality inventories. Goldberg (1993) describes 
these five higher-order dimensions, conmionly referred to as the Big Five: Extraversion 
(contrasts talkativeness and assertiveness with silence and passivity). Agreeableness (contrasts 
kindness and warmth with hostility and selfishness). Conscientiousness (contrasts organization 
and reliability with carelessness and negligence), Neuroticism (contrasts nervousness and 
moodiness with calmness and emotional stability), and Openness to experience (contrasts 
curiosity and creativity with indifference and shallowness). Many personality instruments 
based on widely varied theories are repeatedly explained by the Big Five dimensions (for 
reviews see, Digman. 1990; John, 1990) The Big Five is a broad representation of the 
personality domain and is at the top of the hierarchy, vvith possibly only a general evaluation 
dimension being at a higher level (John, Hampson. & Goldberg, 1991). It is important to 
place a personality instrument in context with respect to how it corresponds to the Big Five 
just as it is important to place cognitive tests in the hierarchical ability structure: 
Personalitv psvchologists who continue to employ their preferred measure witJiout locating it 
within the five-factor model can only be likened to geographers who issue reports of new 
lands but refuse to locate them on a map for others to f ind.  (Ozer & Reise,  191)4,  p ?61) 
While maintaining the importance of locating a personality instrument in the structure 
of the Big Five, Ozer and Reise (1994) also contend that the Big Five and measures of specific 
traits are not incongruent; rather they are at different levels of the hierarchy and can be used in 
conjunction (just as measures at varying levels of the ability hierarchy can be used in 
conjunction). Taken in the context of the bandwidth-fidelity tradeoff (Kanfer, Ackerman. 
Murtha, & Goff, 1995; Murphy & Davidshofer, 1991), traits at varying levels of the hierarchy 
should be used in conjunction. 
The bandwidth-fidelity tradeoff is based on the notion that increasing the breadth of 
the content of a test (bandwidth) necessarily leads to decreases in how precisely the test 
measures the construct (fidelity). Conversely, if one increases the fidelity of a test, the 
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bandwidth will necessarily be decreased. In cartography, as one increases the amount of 
specific information on a map, one must sacrifice more broad-spanning information, and vice 
versa. ECgh fidelity personality instruments will convey information regarding specific traits, 
while broad bandwidth instruments will convey general underlying trends. Whether one 
chooses an instrument that will maximize bandwidth or fidelity (or one which provides a 
moderate fidelity and bandwidth) will usually depend on the intended use of the data. Ozer 
and Reise (1994) note that both types of instruments have their place in personality 
assessment; 
As our knowledge of personality structure grows, there will be an increasing need to develop 
instruments that ofiFer various bandwidth-fidelity tradeoffs. For some purposes, global, 
nonspecific measures will be preferred while in other instances, specific high fidelit>' low 
bandwidth measures wil l  be desired,  (p.  361) 
The current research uses both broad bandwidth measures and high fidelity measures. This 
will be discussed throughout the current research as is necessary 
When examining the broad dimensions of personality, however, not all theorists accept 
the Big Five. There are those who maintain that five is too few factors (e.g., Cattell who 
proposes 16) and those who maintain that five is too many factors (e.g., Eysenck who 
proposes 3). Cattell maintains that his instrument (the 16PF) covers the majority of the 
personality sphere (Cattell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970). Some investigators, however, have 
suggested that Cattell's model can be captured within the Big Five (Digman & Takemoto-
Chock, 1981). Eysenck proposes a three factor model containing Psychoticism, Extraversion. 
and Neuroticism. Extraversion and Neuroticism in Eysenck's model correlate highly with the 
respective dimensions in the Big Five. The Psychoticism dimension has been found to covary 
with Agreeableness and Conscientiousness (reversed), and even Openness (Costa & McCrae. 
1995; McCrae & Costa, 1985). Thus, the true nature of the relationship between 
Psychoticism and the Big Five is still unclear. Overall, evidence fi^om the last two decades 
(and reanalysis of data fi^om the last eight decades) has tipped the scales in favor of the Big 
Five over Eysenck's and Cattell's alternate conceptions of the higher-order structure of 
personality. 
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The Adjective Check List 
The Adjective Check List (ACL; Gough & Heilbrun, 1983) is a "garden variety" 
personality instrument that is based in adjectives. It was originally conceived in 1949 as a 
method for recording staff evaluations of individuals examined in assessment programs, and 
was soon converted into a self-report instrument (Gough & Heilbrun, 1983). The adjectives 
in this instrument have come from a variety of sources, including adjectives used in Cattell's 
(1946) comprehensive list of traits, those appropriate to conceptualizing theories of Freud, 
Jung, Mead, and Murray, and others that were added as this instrument was refined. The 
ACL comprises many personality constructs from different theories and, as such, it may be 
used to form a broad set of scales that span much of personality (Piedmont. McCrae, and 
Costa, 1991). In its current form, the ACL is comprised of 300 adjectives that produce 37 
scales. Following will be a listing of the scales on this instrument. (For a brief description of 
these scales, please see the Methods section below.) 
There are four scales that describe the responses of the individuals, including; Total 
number of items checked. Number of favorable items checked. Number of unfavorable items 
checked, and Number of common items checked. These scales can be used, in general, to 
detect potentially invalid profiles. For example, if an individual checks more than 270 
adjectives, or less than 10 adjectives, than his/her profile is likely to be invalid. Gough and 
Heilbrun (1983) developed 15 scales based on Murray's (1938) "manifest needs," which 
include; Achievement, Dominance. Endurance, Order, Intraception, Nurturance, Affiliation. 
Heterosexuality, Exhibition, Autonomy, Aggression, Change, Succorance, Abasement, and 
Deference. There are nine personality scales on this instrument that are not derived from any 
particular theory, but rather were personality constructs deemed worthy of assessment. They 
include; Counseling Readiness. Self-Control, Self-Confidence, Personal Adjustment. Ideal 
Self, Creative Personality, Military Leadership, Masculine attributes, and Feminine attributes. 
Also developed were five scales based on Transactional Analysis (Berne, 1961), which 
included; Critical Parent, Nurturant Parent, Adult, Free Child, and Adapted Child. Finally, 
four scales were developed based on Welsh's (1975) theory of creativity (origence) and 
intelligence (intellectance) in personality. Welsh proposed that these two dimensions were 
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orthogonal and, therefore, one could examine each quadrant topologically: High 
Origence/Low Intellectance, High Origence/High Intellectance, Low Origence/Low 
Intellectance, and Low Origence/High Intellectance. 
The ACL in the Big Five 
The existence of the Big Five in adjectives is well established (Digman, 1990). 
Therefore, John (1990) set out to create markers of the Big Five using the adjectives from the 
ACL. The 300 ACL items were independently classified by 10 judges into six categories (five 
corresponding to the Big Five and one nuscellaneous category). From these 300 adjectives. 
112 were classified into comparable Big Five categories by at least 90% of the judges. .A 
factor analysis of these 112 items revealed the Big Five and all items, except one, were related 
to their proposed factors (98 of the 112 loaded highest onto their proposed factors). Fox 
(1995) evaluated the effectiveness of these scales produced by John (1990) and found them to 
be adequate markers of the Big Five. Incidentally, she also found that scales constructed with 
only the positively loaded items for each factor also served adequately as marker scales for the 
Big Five, though not quite as well as the full scales. 
Digman and Inouye (1986) maintained that if one examines a personality instrument 
with many scales, and if the scope of these scales is sufficiently broad, they will be explained 
by five robust factors. Piedmont et al. (1991) sought to test this assertion by examining the 
extent to which the Big Five could be recovered from 35 of the ACL scales (Total number of 
items checked and Counseling Readiness were not included). They performed a factor 
analysis of these 35 ACL scales, along with John's (1990) markers of the Big Five, and found 
a five factor solution that corresponded to the Big Five: Neuroticism (positive loadings: 
Succorance and Adapted Child; negative loadings: Ideal Self), Extraversion (positive 
loadings: Dominance, Exhibition, Aggression, and Free Child; negative loadings: Abasement, 
Deference, and Self-Control), Openness (positive loadings: Change. Creative Personality, and 
High Origence/High Intellectance), Agreeableness (positive loadings: Nurturance, Affiliation, 
Favorable Adjectives, and Nurturant Parent; negative loadings: Unfavorable Adjectives and 
Critical Parent), and Conscientiousness (positive loadings: Endurance, Order, Adult, and Low 
Origence/High Intellectance; negative loadings: Adapted Child). These researchers 
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concluded that it was possible to interpret ACL scales adequately within the framework of the 
Big Five. 
Gough and Heilbrun (1983) factor analyzed all 37 scales and extracted six factors. 
Four of the factors (named Potency, Assertiveness, Sociability, and Individuality) correspond 
highly with loadings on four factors from the Piedmont et al. (I99I) analysis: 
Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Openness factors, respectively. The fifth 
factor extracted by Gough and Heilbrun (named Dissatisfaction) corresponded, very roughly, 
to Piedmont et al.'s Neuroticism. Furthermore, Piedmont et al. noted that a sixth factor could 
have been extracted, however, it simply contrasted Communality with High Origence/Low 
Intellectance. This corresponds to the sixth factor extracted by Gough and Heilbrun (1983). 
Thus, these two analyses taken together suggest that the Big Five can be recovered from the 
ACL scales. 
Further inspection of these two studies, along with John's (1990) study, indicates that 
the Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness dimensions of the Big Five were 
represented far better by the ACL scales and items than were the Neuroticism and Openness 
dimensions. Another interesting point is that, upon close examination of the adjectives 
defining the five factors in John's (1990) analysis, the adjectives comprising Extraversion. 
Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness were primarily from seven ACL scales: Exhibition. 
Achievement, Free Child, Nurturance. Unfavorable -Adjectives. Order and Endurance scales 
(encompassed 63 out of 69 adjectives used as Extraversion, Agreeableness, and 
Conscientiousness markers). On the other hand, Neuroticism and Openness adjectives seemed 
to come fi'om a wide array of ACL scales. 
In general, it appears as if seven ACL scales serve as facets of three of the Big Five, 
while the remaining ACL scales are, though tied to the Big Five to some degree, providing 
more specific markers of personality. Taken in context of the bandwidth-fidelity tradeoff, one 
can view the .ACL scales as providing high fidelity in demarcating personality that may be lost 
when one opts for the wide bandwidth of the Big Five. 
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The Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire 
The development of the Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire (MPQ; Tellegen. 
1982; Tellegen & Waller, in press) has entailed continual refinements over the last 15 years. 
The original inventory was designed simply to demarcate and highlight the nature of several 
important personality dimensions (Tellegen & Waller, in press). Their exploratory approach 
to test construction entails developing a construct based on empirical and theoretical 
considerations that operate in an iterative fashion until the constructs are adequately 
elaborated and demarcated. This iterative exploratory method of test construction combines 
and improves on factor analytic and rational scale construction methods, which "is a step 
forward for personality measurement; its implementation should alleviate some of the 
problems associated with bloated specifics and multidimensional scales" (Ozer & Reise. 1994. 
p. 369). As the MPQ developed it evolved into a hierarchical personality theory with both 
specific and broad dimensions. 
The MPQ, in its current state, contains 11 primary scales (again, please see the 
Methods section below for detailed descriptions), which include: Well Being, Social Potency. 
.Achievement. Social Closeness, Stress Reaction, Alienation, Aggression, Control vs. 
Impulsivity, Harm Avoidance, Traditionalism, and .Absorption. 
Tellegen and Waller (in press) also propose a three-dimension higher-order personality 
structure. Positive Emotionality (PEM; tend to experience positive emotions and be involved 
in interpersonal interactions). Negative Emotionality (NEM; tend to experience negative 
emotions and be involved in antagonistic interactions), and Constraint (CON; tend to be 
cautious, conventional, and are reluctant to be expansive). Tellegen and Waller's factor 
analysis of over 4000 individuals revealed that PEM was demarcated by high loadings on Well 
Being, Social Potency, Achievement, Social Closeness, and, to some degree. Absorption; 
NEM was defined by high loadings on Stress Reaction. Alienation. Aggression, and. to some 
degree. Absorption and Control (negative); markers of CON were Control, Harm-Avoidance, 
and Traditionalism and, to some degree. Social Potency (negative). 
Tellegen and Waller (in press) also propose a four-factor model in which PEM is split 
into Agentic Positive Emotionality (PEM-A; positive emotional responsiveness and 
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efFectance) and Communal Positive Emotionality (PEM-C; positive emotions and 
interpersonal connectedness). This four factor model (PEM-A, PEM-C, NEM, CON) was 
also supported in their factor analysis. Tellegen and Waller found that Well Being, Social 
Potency, Achievement, and Absorption loaded on PEM-A, while Social Closeness and Well 
Being loaded onto PEM-C. These two factors are primarily differentiated by Achievement 
and Absorption (loads on PEM-A and not on PEM-C) and Social Closeness (loads on PEM-
C, not on PEM-A). 
Exploratory factor analysis is used extensively when examining personality 
instruments. Church and Burke (1994) note that this method is appropriate (and 
advantageous) when prior structure is unknown. When prior structure is hypothesized, 
however, confirmatory factor analysis is more appropriate. These researchers set out to 
examine Tellegen's higher-order structures using both exploratory and confirmatory factor 
analysis. The exploratory factor analysis, when three factors were extracted, corresponded to 
Tellegen and Waller's (in press) model; however, a few inconsistencies were noted (e.g.. 
Social Closeness had a high negative loading on NEM and no loading on PEM). When four 
factors were extracted. Tellegen and Waller's four-dimension model was replicated and there 
were no inconsistencies. Using confirmatory factor analysis. Church and Burke (1994) found 
that models incorporating factor loadings fi-om Tellegen and Waller's analyses fit the data 
reasonably well (GFI = 84 and 88 for three and four factor models, respectively) with some 
room for improvement. Across fit indices, Tellegen and Waller's four factor model fit the data 
better than did the three factor model. Church and Burke concluded that, while Tellegen and 
Waller's proposed structures were largely supported, there were certainly sizable sources of 
covariation not accounted for by their models (e.g., between Aggression, Social Potency, and 
Alienation). They noted that, to some extent, these covariations may represent the Big Five 
dimensions of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. 
The MPQ and Other Personality Theories 
The three dimension higher-order structure (PEM, NEM, CON) of the MPQ has been 
likened to Eysenck's three-factor model (Extraversion. Neuroticism, and reversed 
Psychoticism, respectively). In a joint factor analysis of the major factors fi"om the MPQ and 
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the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975), Tellegen and Waller (in 
press) found that the pairs of factors were quite congruent (CON and reversed Psychoticism 
being the least congruent). Tellegen and Waller (in press) concluded that the inventories are 
"far from interchangeable, [however] at the highest-order level they appear to define similar 
domains." 
Tellegen and Waller (in press) also have examined the relationship between the MPQ 
and markers of the Big Five. They found that Extraversion was most related to Social 
Closeness and, secondarily, to Well Being and Social Potency; Agreeableness was most 
related to Aggression (negatively); Conscientiousness was most related to Control and, 
secondarily, to Achievement; Neuroticism was most related to Stress Reaction and, 
secondarily, to Well Being (negatively); and, finally. Openness was related moderately to Well 
Being, Social Potency, Achievement, Harm Avoidance (negatively), and Absorption. Tellegen 
and Waller also noted some more general patterns in these relationships: 1) MEM 
encompasses more than simply Neuroticism (e.g., a combination of Neuroticism and 
Extraversion), 2) Extraversion was similar to PEM-C scales, and 3) Openness is related to 
Absorption and PEM-A scales (positively), as well as CON scales (negatively). 
John's (1990) review of personality literature suggests that the MPQ dimensions 
should correspond to the Big Five in the following way: 1) PEM-A represents Extraversion, 
2) PEM-C corresponds to Agreeableness. 3) CON represents Conscientiousness. 4) NEM 
represents Neuroticism, and, finally, 5) the Absorption primary scale corresponds to 
Openness. While Tellegen and Waller (in press) noted that PEM-C was related to 
Extraversion, John (1990) hypothesized that PEM-C was related to Agreeableness. 
Church (1994) directly examined the relationship between the MPQ higher-order 
dimensions and the Big Five. He found that PEM was related to Extraversion and that, upon 
separating PEM into its communal and agentic facets, PEM-C was most related to 
Extraversion (in accordance with Tellegen and Waller's findings), while PEM-A was more 
related to Conscientiousness and Openness. Church (1994) found support for the notion that 
NEM is more than just Neuroticism. As expected, he found that NEM was strongly 
correlated with Neuroticism; NEM, however, was also moderately negatively correlated with 
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Agreeableness (as opposed to Extraversion as Tellegen and Waller suspected). When 
examining the primary scales that comprise MEM. Stress Reaction was strongly related to 
Neuroticism and weakly to Agreeableness, Aggression was strongly related to Agreeableness 
and weakly to Neuroticism, and Alienation was equally related to Neuroticism and 
Agreeableness. Church (1994) found CON to be most related to Conscientiousness and, 
secondarily. Openness (negatively). Finally, Church (1994) found that the MPQ primary scale 
Absorption was most related to the Big Five Openness dimension. 
Joint factor analysis of the Big Five facet scales and the MPQ primary scales resulted 
in a five factor structure resembling the Big Five (Church, 1994). In a joint factor analysis of 
the Big Five facet scales and the MPQ content scales (60 high fidelity scales) revealed that 
Tellegen's four-factor model plus an Absorption/Opermess dimension was appropriate 
(Church, 1994). From these results, and the correlational results. Church (1994) concluded 
that Tellegen's higher-order model may be hierarchically related to the Big Five in the 
following way: 1) NEM is a higher-order factor related to Neuroticism and Agreeableness, 2) 
PEM encompasses both Extraversion (PEM-C) and some aspects of Conscientiousness 
(PEM-A), and 3) CON is a higher-order faaor related to Conscientiousness and some aspects 
of Openness. Church (1994) states: 
Thus, the Tellegen higher-order dimensions (PEM. NEM. and Consuaint) and the Big Five 
dimensions are not so much alternative representations of personality at the same level of 
generaiitv. rather, thev- organize ver\- much the same personality space, but at different 
hierarchical levels, (p. 907) 
The ACL and MPQ in the Bandwidth-Fidelity Debate 
The ACL and MPQ can be used in conjunction as they contain scales with widely 
varying degrees of bandwidth and fidelity. The MPQ, for example, has 11 scales which are 
moderately specific measures of personality dimensions, while the higher-order structure has a 
wide bandwidth and, therefore, lower fidelity. The ACL scales, on the other hand, represent 
more specific, high fidelity measures of a wide array of personality traits. In essence, using 
these instruments conjointly provides one with three different maps of the personality domain 
that vary in terms of detail, but can be used effectively together to locate individuals in the 
realm of personality. 
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With two "maps" of personality, one must inquire as to the extent to which these maps 
are unique and are providing incremental information about meaningful behavioral phenomena 
(i.e., accounting for unique sources of individual differences) relative to each other. As 
mentioned earlier, there are an abundance of personality instruments and it is often difiBcult for 
researchers, counselors, and other consumers to determine which of these instruments are the 
most useful. Thus, one of the goals of the current research will be to ascertain the extent to 
which the scales of the ACL and MPQ are providing incremental validity relative to one 
another, as well as relative to vocational interests. Before detailing the specifics of the current 
research, however, an overview of interest assessment is necessary 
Interests 
Interests are generally conceived of as involving choices based on likes and dislikes 
(Dawis, 1991). We tend towards activities we like and shy away fi'om those we dislike 
(Strong, 1960). Interest assessment has a long history dating back to the work ofThomdike 
and Kelley in the early I910's. In 1919 C. S. Yoakum conducted a seminar at the Carnegie 
Institute of Technology that spawned several interest instruments and, most notably, marks 
the beginning point of the Strong Interest Inventory (henceforth. Strong), which has the 
longest history of any interest instrument of its kind (Campbell. 1968) and is the most widely 
used (Hansen & Campbell, 1985; Zytowski & Warman. 1982). 
The Strong has been continually developed and refined over the last seventy years 
What began with E. K. Strong Jr. in the I920's as an entirely atheoretical, empirically keyed 
instrument has developed into an instrument that combines and balances empiricism and 
theory in an effort to provide a comprehensive interest assessment instrument. The current 
version of the Strong (Harmon, Hansen, Borgen, & Hammer. 1994) and the most recent 
predecessor (Hansen & Campbell, 1985) include three types of interest scales: I) 
Occupational scales, 2) Basic Interest scales, and 3) General Occupational Themes. The 1994 
Strong, in addition to refinements made on the 1985 version of these interest scales, also 
added four broad personality dimensions (Work Style, Learning Environment, Leadership 
Style, and Risk Taking/Ad venture). The Basic Interest scales and General Occupational 
Themes will be the primary focus of this research. Thus, a brief description of these scales 
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will be provided (for more comprehensive reviews on the development of the Strong over the 
years, and the development of these scales, see Dormay, 1995 ; Schmidt, 1995). 
The addition of the Basic Interest scales (Campbell, Borgen, Eastes. Johansson. & 
Peterson, 1968) to the Strong, based on both content and empiricism (Campbell, 1971). 
marked the first step in making the Strong a more parsimonious, theoretically based 
instrument. The 1985 version of the Strong has 23 of these basic groupings, including interest 
in: Agriculture, Nature, Adventure, Military Activities, Mechanical Activities. Science, 
Mathematics, Medical Science, Medical Service, Music/Dramatics, An, Writing, Teaching, 
Social Service, Athletics, Domestic Arts, Religious Activities, Public Speaking, Law/Politics. 
Merchandising, Sales, Business Management, and OflBce Practices. Modifications to the 
Basic Interest scales in the 1994 version of the Strong involved primarily fine-tuning these 
scales without making major modifications (Harmon et al., 1994). Changes worth noting 
included removing Domestic Arts, upgrading Adventure to one of the four broad personality 
domains, and adding Applied Arts, Culinary Arts, Computer Activities, and Data Management 
(Harmon et al., 1994, p. 12). 
The General Occupational Themes, added to the Strong in the early I970's, provide 
this instrument with 6 broad interest categories based on John Holland's (1985) personality 
theory. This highly influential theory is based on the assumption that people can be 
characterized, based on their vocational interests, according to six personality types; Realistic 
(R; interests in working with things, working outdoors; need for structure). Investigative (I; 
interests in the sciences, particularly mathematics and the physical sciences; prefer independent 
work). Artistic (A; interests in writing, art, creative expression; have little need for structure). 
Social (S; interest in people; are drawn towards helping professions). Enterprising (E; interest 
in leadership roles, especially those that lead to achieving economic goals), and Conventional 
(C; prefer structured environments, the chain of command, and office practices). 
Holland (1985) proposes that the relationships between these six types can be 
described with a hexagon according to their similarity to one another. Types that are more 
similar to each other are closer to each other (e.g., R & I, E & S), while those that are least 
similar appear at opposite ends of the hexagon (i.e., R & S, C & A, E & I). The order of the 
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dimensions around the hexagon is denoted with an acronym; EUASEC. Though several 
different configurations of these higher-order dimensions has been suggested, support has 
generally been found for Holland's hexagon (Rounds & Tracey, 1992; Rounds, Tracey. & 
Hubert, 1992; Tracey & Rounds, 1993). 
The addition of the RIASEC dimensions provided the Strong with a structure for 
organizing interests that was helpful in understanding both the Occupational and Basic 
Interest scales (Hansen & Campbell, 1985). Campbell and Holland (1972) described the 
relationship between the empiricism of the Strong and the theory of Holland's types with an 
analogy: 
With the Strong system, the counselor has many trees but a vague map. but with the Holland 
system the counselor has a map with only a few vague locations of individual trees, (p. 356) 
Campbell and Holland worked to join these two systems in order to give counselors 
complementary general and specific maps. 
As is apparent, the bandwidth-fidelity tradeoff mentioned earlier can also be aptly 
applied to the scales on the Strong (as can the previously mentioned cartography example). 
The RIASEC dimensions provide global, broad bandwidth measures of interests, while the 
Basic Interest scales provide a less broad, higher fidelity measure of an individual's interests. 
At the most extreme, the Occupational scales of the Strong are extremely narrow (high 
fidelity) and have very little bandwidth; 
The Holland scales are parsimonious and give a general picture, the Basic Interest Scales arc 
homogeneous and provide measures of the strength in specific areas of interest, and the 
Occupational Scales offer an immediate tie between the individual's pattern of interests and 
those of men (and women] in specified occupations. (Campbell & Holland. 1972. p. 375) 
Interests as an Expression of Personality 
The linking of interests and personality is not uncommon. Although these two 
domains are often thought to be distinct, interests and personality are heavily interwoven 
(Brown, 1954). Both have expanded beyond their initial scope such that they are no longer as 
distinct as they originally were (Tyler, 1965). Darley and Hagenah (1955) state that "interest 
measurement is truly within the domain of personality and motivation" (p. 263). Some 
personality theorists have suggested that interests emerge as the personality develops (Allport, 
1961) and that interests can be interpreted in terms of personoiogical constructs (Siess & 
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Jackson. 1970, 1971). In a seminal paper, Guilford. Christensen, Bond, and Sutton (1954), 
using a wide variety of personality and interest instruments they had constructed, found that 
seven factors were necessary to account for individual differences in personality and interests. 
Six of these factors closely correspond to Holland's (1985) personality types (which emerge 
from vocational interests). Goldberg (1971). in his review of the development of personalitv' 
instruments, viewed instruments designed to assess vocational interests as one branch of 
personality instruments that resulted out of a societal need to be able to forecast vocational 
satisfaction and success. This motivation is still very real as many investigations have 
examined the degree to which the level of congruence between an individual's interests and the 
environment influences such outcomes as satisfaction and tenure (Assouline & Meier, 1987: 
Holland, 1976; Spokane, 1985). Borgen and Harmon (1996) noted that researchers have 
begun to investigate more thoroughly the degree to which more traditional personality factors 
influence work behavior and have found important links between personality and work-related 
outcome variables (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hogan, 1991; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991). 
One reason that some researchers have maintained a distinction between interests and 
personality is due to the fact that much of the history of interest measurement is based on 
"dustbowl empiricism" (cf Zytowski and Borgen, 1983). This is embodied by the earlier 
versions of the Strong which contained only the empirically based Occupational scales. Siess 
and Jackson (1971) noted this concern; 
The lack of emphasis upon theor\ in much vocauonal mterest measurement and research . 
has. in our view, been largely responsible for the inconsistent empirical support received for 
t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  v o c a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t s  a n d  c h o i c e  h a v e  f o u n d a t i o n s  m  p e r s o n a l i t y  ( p .  I l l )  
The induction of the Basic Interest scales and the General Occupational scales (based 
on Holland's types) mark an important turn of interest assessment from strict empiricism to a 
combination of empiricism and theory working in concert. Holland's (1985) theory is 
presented as a personality theory, which postulates that individuals can be classified into these 
six personality categories (RIASEC) by examining their vocational interests. Holland takes a 
logical approach in assuming that an individual's vocational choice is an expression of his/her 
personality, therefore, if this is a valid assumption, then interest inventories are personality 
inventories (Walsh & Holland, 1992). If one considers personality as being comprised by the 
relatively life-long communality cutting across an individual's behaviors (Lubinski &. 
Thompson, 1986; Meehl, 1986), then activities an individual gravitates towards (i.e., likes) or 
away from (i.e., dislikes) will tend to correspond to an individual's personality. Thus, Holland 
concluded that interest instruments are, essentially, personality instruments. 
If one accepts Holland's theory as a personality theory, then one is compelled to locate 
its place in the Big Five. Costa, McCrae, and Holland (1984) investigated the relationship 
between Holland's six types and three of the Big Five (Neuroticism, Extraversion, and 
Openness). They found that Neuroticism was only slightly related to Artistic interests, there 
was a moderate positive correlation between Extraversion and Social and Enterprising 
interests, and there was a moderate positive correlation between Openness and Investigative 
and Artistic interests. They concluded that Realistic and Conventional interests were not 
clearly related to personality and Neuroticism was not clearly related to vocational interests 
and, therefore, these two domains were not completely overlapping and could be used to 
complement one another. 
Gottfredson, Jones, and Holland (1993) examined the relationship between Holland's 
six types and the entire Big Five. Examining the results from their study, as well as from other 
studies, these researchers conclude that the Big Five and Holland's types are related in the 
following way; Extraversion is related to Social and Enterprising interests. Openness is 
related to Investigative and (somewhat) Artistic interests, and Conscientiousness is related to 
Conventional interests. They also note that Extraversion and Neuroticism have all positive 
correlations and all negative correlations, respectively, with the six Holland types. Overall, 
they concurred with Costa et al. (1984) that the Big Five and Holland's six types were related, 
however, based on the relatively low correlations between scales they could not be considered 
interchangeable. 
Tokar and Swanson (1995) and Holland, Johnston, and Asama (1994) corroborated 
the results of these previous studies; however, they also noted some interesting gender 
differences. For example, Tokar and Swanson (1995) found that Agreeableness was related 
to Social interests for females, but not for males; Holland, Johnston, and Asama (1994) found 
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that Conscientiousness was related to Realistic interests for males and to Conventional 
interests for females. 
Fox (1995) examined the overlap of Holland's types, as measured by the Strong, and 
the Big Five, as measured by John's (1990) ACL markers discussed earlier. She examined the 
correlations between these two instruments, separately by gender, and found results to be 
similar to those previously reported, with the exceptions of finding no correlation between 
Extraversion and Social interests and finding a moderate correlation between Openness and 
Realistic interests for both genders. Fox (1995) then examined the redundancy of these two 
sets of scales and found that the Big Five dimensions, as a whole, were able to account for 
only 7.6% (females) and 5 .9% (males) of the variance in Holland's types, while Holland's 
RIASEC dimensions, as a whole, accounted for only 7.2% (females) and 6.8% (males) of the 
variance in the Big Five. Finally, Fox (1995) computed the multiple correlation between the 
Big Five and each of the six Holland types. The coefficients ranged fi"om . 18 (Enterprising) to 
.36 (Artistic) for females, and fi^om .21 (Realistic) to .40 (Artistic) for males. Overall, the 
results fi-om this study certainly suggest that these two broad models of personality overlap 
They are, however, far from interchangeable. 
Finally, there have been some studies investigating the relationship between the 
RIASEC dimensions and Eysenck's (1970) broad personality factors. Extraversion has 
generally been found to be related to Social and Enterprising interests, while Neuroticism 
tended to be related negatively to Realistic and Investigative interests (Athanasou, O'Gorman, 
& Meyer, 1986; Goh & Leong, 1993; Naylor & Thomeycroft, 1986). The results of these 
studies did not indicate a discernible pattern of correlates between the RIASEC themes and 
Eysenck's Psychoticism dimension. 
The current research will attempt to fiirther the understanding of the relationship 
between interests (as measured by the Strong) and personality (as measured by the ACL & 
MPQ) by examining the extent to which these instruments are tapping into the same source of 
individual differences with scales of varying bandwidth and fidelity. The current research will 
also investigate more thoroughly the relationships between Holland's (1985) broad types 
(RIASEC) and Tellegen and Waller's (in press) higher-order personality structure. 
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The Current Research: Some Details 
The thrust of the current research is twofold. First, and foremost, the construct 
validity of the ACL and MPQ must be examined. This is a necessary precursor to the second 
thrust, which is to examine the extent to which these two instruments are accounting for 
incremental validity (i.e., unique sources of individual differences) relative to one another, and, 
further, relative to vocational interests. 
Schmidt et al. (under review) examined the extent to which the Strong and the 
Ailport-Vemon-Lindzey Study of Values (SOV; 1970), which were developed for use with 
people 17 years and older, could be applied appropriately to intellectually talented adolescents 
at age 13. They found that the external correlates (across ability, life-span, and questionnaire 
data) of the scales on these instruments were consistent with theoretical expectations. 
Furthermore, the intercorrelational structure of the scales on these instruments were 
consistent with the structure found in adults. In conjunction with the documentation of the 
long-term stability of these instruments for intellectually gifted adolescents initially assessed at 
age 13 (Lubinski et al., 1995, 1996), this provided substantial evidence as to the applied utility 
of these instruments for this population. 
The first phase of the current research is designed to extend this investigation to the 
realm of more traditional personality instruments; the ACL and MPQ. Investigations of the 
validity" of these instruments is particularly imponant when one considers the TWA model 
under which much of SMPY's research is conducted. Specifically, over the last 25 years 
substantial evidence has been gathered that assessing intellectually gifted adolescents with 
ability instruments designed for 17-year olds has applied implications for developing 
appropriate educational programs for these individuals, as well as providing them with insights 
into vocational potentials. It is now time to more thoroughly investigate the degree to which 
personological variables can appropriately be assessed early for this population and utilized in 
providing more thorough and extensive educational and vocational counseling. 
In the first phase, I will examine the internal structure of the MPQ and ACL to 
ascertain the degree to which they conform to theoretical expectations and correspond to data 
fi'om adult samples. I also will examine the correlations of MPQ and ACL scales with 
29 
external criteria (including ability, life-span, and questionnaire variables). If these correlational 
patterns conform to theoretical expeaations. then this will further bolster confidence that 
personological instruments (e.g., interests, values, personality) designed initially for older 
individuals can be applied appropriately to intellectually gifted adolescents at age 13. 
The second thrust of the current research is to examine the overlap of personality and 
interests as measured by the MPQ, ACL, and Strong. Though Fox (1995) did examine the 
overlap of interest and personality instruments as a whole, this seemed to be the exception 
with most studies focusing on the relationship between individual scales. Past research has 
also tended to only examine Holland's RIASEC themes in relation to personality. If one 
accepts the argument that vocational interest instruments are, essentially, personality 
instruments, then the Basic Interest scales should be considered as personality dimensions 
(higher fidelity, to be sure). Thus, the current research includes scales of both broader 
bandwidth and scales of higher fidelity when considering the overlap of the personality and 
interest domains. 
As others had noted before him (cf AUport & Vernon, 1930; Goldberg, 1971; John, 
1990), Dawis (1992) laments the abundance of instruments developed out of individual 
differences psychology and notes that researchers often neglect to determine whether 
instruments are providing unique or redundant information: 
On the one hand, one cannot help applauding this impressive display of creative activitv' On 
the other hand, one has to wonder how much of the effort is overlapping and redundant. 
Only occasionally does someone ... attempt to assess the overlap among measiues. with 
illuminating results, but such studies are few because they demand too much time from 
research participants. One is left only with the optimist's anticipation that things tend to 
sort themselves out and that in tlie end the cream rises to the top. (p. 16) 
Schmidt et al. (under review) examined the extent to which the interest and value 
assessments were conceptually and empirically distinct. Though these domains have been 
conceived of as conceptually distinct, and the methods used to construct instruments in each 
domain is quite distinct, they asked the question; Are these two instruments tapping into 
unique or redundant sources of individual differences? They found, across a wide array of 
external criteria, that the Strong consistently accounted for incremental sources of variability 
above and beyond the SOV (i.e., added incremental validity), but the reverse was not true. 
They then proceeded to construct regression equations to forecast each of the SOV themes 
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using scales from the Strong (viz., RIASEC & Basic Interest scales) and examined the extent 
to which these forecasted-SOVs were interchangeable with actual-SOVs. They found 
substantial evidence suggesting that, in fact, the SOV could be subsumed by the Strong and 
that greater parsimony could be achieved by simply administering the Strong rather than both 
the Strong aid the SOV. 
The second phase of the current research is designed as another attempt to assess the 
overlap of instruments. In this phase, the degree to which the ACL and MPQ, two traditional 
personality instruments, are accounting for unique or redundant variability across a wide array 
of external criteria will be examined. Furthermore, this phase will involve determining the 
extent to which the Strong provides incremental validity over and above these two 
instruments. Given that previous research examining the overlap of the RIASEC dimensions 
and the Big Five suggests that instruments designed to assess these are not interchangeable, 
one might suspect that interests (viz., the Strong) and personality (viz., the ACL and MPQ) 
will provide unique, complementary information. 
As mentioned earlier, however, the research examining the overlap of personality and 
interests has focused more on the broad dimensions (particularly RIASEC) and has ignored 
the Basic Interest Scales. Neglecting to examine the Basic Interest scales when examining the 
overlap of personality and interests may result in conclusions that these domains are more 
empirically distinct than they truly are Consider the following example in regards to the 
importance of including higher fidelity scales such as the Basic Interest scales. When 
examining the empirical overlap of the Strong and SOV. it was found that the RIASEC 
dimensions, taken alone, did not do very well at accounting for the variance in Religious 
values. The Strong, however, has a Religious Activities Basic Interest scale which 
corresponded highly to the SOV-Religious scale. Thus, the Strong (using both RIASEC & 
Basic Interest scales) subsumed the SOV-Religious scale. It is certainly not beyond the realm 
of possibility that similar situations will be observed with respect to the instruments used in 
the current research. Additionally, it is possible that the higher fidelity personality scales 
(ACL scales and the 11 MPQ primary scales) will account for substantial portions of variance 
in the RIASEC dimensions that higher-order personality dimensions might not. 
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Investigations of the redundancy or uniqueness of instruments is of paramount 
importance as the number of instruments continually increases and the notion of parsimony 
slips further out of reach. With the vast array of potential instruments available for use, it is 
important to establish those that are most usefiil and determining if instruments being 
proclaimed as unique add to our ability to forecast psychological significant criteria. The 
Strong, which is a widely utilized instrument in educational and vocational counseling has, 
thus far, enveloped one instrument (viz.. the SOV). Is it possible that it could envelop more 
traditional broad-spanning personjility instruments? Or, rather, is it possible that these broad-
spanning personality instruments will subsume the Strong as interests is often conceived as a 
special case of personality? These questions are at the crux of this research. 
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EXAMINTNG THE CONSTRUCT VALIDITY OF BROAJ) PERSONALITY 
MEASURES FOR INTELLECTUALLY GIFTED ADOLESCENTS: 
ARE WE GETTING UNIQUE INFORMATION RELATIVE TO VOCATIONAL 
PREFERENCES? 
Manuscript being prepared to submit to the Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 
David B. Schmidt 
Introduction 
Is the personality structure for intellectually talented individuals at age 13 similar to 
the structure found for adults, or is it still maturing? Is it w^orthwhile to assess generic 
personality dimensions in this special population if conventional vocational interests are 
already assessed'' Over the last several decades, the Study of Mathematically Precocious 
Youth (SMPY; Lubinski & Benbow. 1994) has examined the intellectual development of 
gifted young adolescents, noting that one can identify intellectually talented students at age 13 
by using instruments initially designed for high school seniors (e.g., the Scholastic Aptitude 
Test: SAT). Both the level and pattern of abilities are of psychological importance for these 
adolescents (as they are for high school seniors). Individuals with greater verbal ability tend 
to have and maintain an affinity for languages and the humanities, while those with greater 
quantitative ability tend to gravitate towards mathematics and the physical sciences (Achter, 
Lubinski, Benbow, & Sanjani, under review; Benbow, 1992; Benbow & Lubinski, 1996; 
Benbow & Stanley, 1983). Abilities, however, are only one facet of an individual's 
psychological makeup and, traditionally, coupling them with nonintellectual attributes leads to 
a more complete psychological profile of a person (Dawis, 1991, 1992; Williamson, 1965). 
Cenainly, given the breadth of major ability dimensions (viz., verbal, quantitative, 
spatial/mechanical), one would agree that someone quantitatively talented may make quite 
different educational and vocational decisions conditional on one's level of extraversion. 
With substantial evidence documenting the multifaceted nature of precocity among 
talented 13-year olds (cf Benbow, 1992; Benbow & Lubinski, 1996; Benbow &. Stanley, 
1983; Winner, 1996), the question becomes: Is there also an earlier crystallization of 
nonintellectual attributes? There is evidence that intellectually talented adolescents start 
thinking about career aspirations earlier than their age-mates (Kerr & Erb, 1991; Milne. 1979; 
Silverman, 1993). In fact, WUlings (1986) suggests that they may begin as early as age nine. 
Given that they begin thinking about careers at an early age, is there validity in assessing 
personological characteristics in order to help enhance educational and vocational decision­
making for these young gifted adolescents? 
A series of studies has suggested that, in fact, measures of values and interests can be 
validly used with intellectually talented adolescents, as early as age 13, in their educational and 
vocational planning. Lubinski, Benbow, and Ryan (1995) found evidence suggesting that 
broad themes on the Strong Interest Inventory (Hansen & Campbell, 1985) were relatively 
stable over a 15-year interval (age 13 to age 28); while Lubinski, Schmidt, and Benbow 
(1996) found evidence suggesting that the dimensions of the Allport-Vemon-Lindzey (1970) 
Study of Values were relatively stable over a 20-year interval (age 13 to age 33). Building on 
these two studies, Schmidt, Lubinski, and Benbow (under review) examined the construct 
validity of these two instruments for intellectually talented 13-year olds. They found that 
correlations of the scales across a broad range of external criteria (including abilities, 
personality, and biographical data) conformed to theoretical expectations (both convergently 
and discriminantly). Furthermore, they found evidence that the internal structure of these 
instruments, when administered to intellectually talented adolescents, was similar to the 
internal structure of adult samples. They concluded that the use of these pre-existing 
questionnaires, initially designed to assess preferences in adults, could be extended to 
intellectually talented young adolescents. Further, they suggest that these personological 
assessments might be profitably coupled with ability assessments to provide more finely tuned 
educational and vocational counseling for this special population. 
The current research extends this line of research into more traditional, globular 
domains of personality by examining the extent to which the Multidimensional Personality 
Questionnaire (MPQ, Tellegen, 1982; Tellegen & Waller, in press) and the Adjective Check 
List (ACL, Gough & Heilbrun, 1983) can be used with intellectually talented 13-year olds. 
Though these two instruments have been in use for many years, and there has been evidence 
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regarding their construct validity (cf. Gough & Heilbrun, 1983; Hansen & Campbell. 1985; 
Harmon, Hansen, Borgen, & Hammer, 1994), these instruments were designed for use with 
high school seniors, college students, and adults. Questions still remain as to whether the use 
of these instruments can be extended appropriately to gifted, young adolescents. The current 
research also examines the extent to which these two personality instruments are providing 
incremental validity relative to one another. Furthermore, the extent to which vocational 
interest and personality measures provide incremental validity relative to one another is 
examined. Before outlining the specifics of the current study, some background is required. 
Personality 
Personality assessment has developed along many different lines since the early 1900s. 
Goldberg (1971) noted that some personality instruments were designed out of societal 
pressures to predict important outcomes (e.g., personal and social adjustment, satisfaction 
with vocational choice), while others were developed along more theoretical grounds. This 
led to a vast number of personality instruments and confiision as to the concept of personality 
itself (.Alport & Vernon, 1930; Goldberg, 1971; John, 1990). John (1990) states this 
succinctly: 
Researchers, as well as practitioners in the field of personality- assessment are faced witli a 
bewildering array of personality scales from wliich to choose, with little guidance and no 
overall rationale at hand. (p. 66) 
John (1990) continues on to note that of even greater concern is the fact that similarly named 
personality scales often are not measuring the same construct, and personality scales that are 
named quite differently may overlap in both item content and coverage. 
There have been several theories of higher-order personality dimensions that have 
added parsimony to the underlying structure of personality. Some theorists have maintained 
that as many as 16 factors are needed to cover the personality sphere (Cattell. Eber. & 
Tatsuoka, 1970). Others have argued that five factors (viz., the Big Five - Neuroticism, 
Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness) adequately 
describe the broad structure of personality. While still others say only three dimensions are 
needed. For example, Eysenck (1970) proposes a three factor model containing Psychoticism. 
Extraversion, and Neuroticism. Eiistorically, these three models represent the most prominent 
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in the field of personality, but over the last two decades (including re-analysis of findings fi-om 
the last eight decades) the Big Five has begun to dominate thinking in the field. In fact, some 
evidence suggests that Cattail's 16-factor model can be captured within the Big Five (Digman 
& Takemoto-Chock, 1981). Furthermore, Extraversion and Neuroticism in Eysenck's model 
correspond closely to the respective dimensions in the Big Five, while Eysenck's Psychoticism 
dimension has been found to covary with Agreeableness and Conscientiousness (reversed). 
and even Openness (Costa & McCrae, 1995; McCrae & Costa, 1985). 
Ozer and Reise (1994) emphasized the importance of the Big Five personality 
dimensions by stating; 
Personality psychologists who continue to employ their preferred measure without locating it 
within the five-factor model can only be likened to geographers who issue reports of new 
lands but refuse to locate them on a map for others to find. (p. 361) 
While maintaining the importance of the Big Five, Ozer and Reise also contend that these 
higher-order dimensions and measures of specific traits are not incongruent; rather they are at 
different levels of the hierarchy and can, and should^ be used in conjunction because they offer 
different levels of bandwidth and fidelity. The bandwidth-fidelity tradeoff implies that 
increasing the breadth of the content of a test necessarily leads to decreases in how precisely 
the test measures the construct; and increasing the fidelity of a test will necessarily decrease 
the bandwidth (Cronbach & Gleser, 1957; Kanfer. Ackerman. Murtha, & Goff 1995; Murphy 
&. Davidshofer, 1991). In cartography, for example, as one increases the amount of specific 
information on a map, one must sacrifice more broad-spanning information, and vice versa. 
High fidelity instruments measure very specific traits, while broad bandwidth instruments 
measure general underlying trends. Ozer and Reise note that both types of instruments have 
their place in personality assessment, and different purposes may require differing levels of 
specificity in the traits assessed. The current research uses both broad bandwidth and high 
fidelity measures. 
Where Does the ACL Fit into the Personality Domain? 
The ACL (Gough & Heilbrun, 1983) is a "garden variety" personality instrument 
based on self-reported indications as to whether adjectives describe an individual or not. The 
adjectives in this instrument have come fi'om a variety of sources, including adjectives used in 
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Cattell's (1946) comprehensive list of traits, those adjectives appropriate to conceptualizing 
theories of Freud, Jung, Mead, and Murray, and other adjectives that were added as this 
instrument was refined. The ACL includes many personality constructs from different theories 
and, as such, it provides a set of relatively high fidelity scales which span much of personality 
(Piedmont, McCrae, & Costa, 1991). 
The underlying structure of the Big Five has been repeatedly uncovered in adjective-
based personality instruments (Digman, 1990). Thus there was no great surprise that John 
(1990), using 112 of the 300 adjectives in the ACL, constructed the Big Five dimensions, 
which Fox (1995) found to be an adequate representation of these dimensions. Digman and 
Inouye (1986) maintained that, if one examines a personality instrument with many scales and 
if the scope of these scales is sufficiently broad, they will be explained by five robust factors. 
Piedmont et al. (1991) sought to test this assertion by examining the extent to which the Big 
Five could be recovered fi"om 35 of the 37 ACL scales. Overall, they found a five factor 
solution that corresponded roughly to the Big Five and concluded that it was possible to 
interpret ACL scales adequately within the framework of the Big Five. [Although, the 
Neuroticism dimension was not very well represented in the ACL scales.] Gough and 
Heilbrun (1983), using all 37 scales of the ACL, found a six factor solution, of which four 
factors corresponded closely to four of the factors (all except Neuroticism) found by 
Piedmont. Thus, while the ACL ties back into the broader personality dimensions represented 
by the Big Five, it provides a set of scales with a higher level of fidelity. 
Where Does the MPQ Fit into the Personality Domain? 
The MPQ (Tellegen &. Waller, in press) has been developed and refined over the last 
15 years in an iterative fashion using both empiricism and theory to elaborate and demarcate 
personality constructs. While the ACL has many high fidelity scales, the MPQ provides two 
tiers of scales with differential bandwidth. Specifically, the MPQ has 11 primary scales (Well 
Being, Social Potency, Achievement, Social Closeness, Stress Reaction, Alienation, 
Aggression, Control vs. Impulsivity, Harm Avoidance, Traditionalism, and Absorption) which 
are of moderate fidelity and bandwidth, as well as three or four higher-order dimensions. The 
three higher-order personality dimensions proposed by Tellegen and Waller include: Positive 
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Emotionality (PEM; tend to experience positive affect and be involved in interpersonal 
interactions). Negative Emotionality (NEM; tend to experience negative affect and be 
involved in antagonistic interaaions), and Constraint (CON: tend to be cautious. 
conventional, and are reluaant to be expansive). Tellegen and Waller also propose a four-
factor model in which PEM is bifurcated into two components: agentic (PEM-A; which 
stresses eflfectance) and communal (PEM-C; which stresses interpersonal connectedness). 
Support has been found for the three factor model, and even more so for the four factor 
model (Church & Burke, 1994; Tellegen & Waller, in press). 
Tellegen's three factor model has been likened to Eysenck's three-factor model (PEM-
Extraversion, NEM-Neuroticism, and CON-reversed Psychoticism). Tellegen and Waller (in 
press) performed a joint factor analysis of these two instruments and concluded that, while the 
higher-order dimensions seem to be roughly similar, these two instruments are far from 
interchangeable. Tellegen's models and the Big Five also seem to be somewhat 
correspondent. Tellegen and Waller found that Extraversion was most related to PEM-C 
subscales (viz.. Social Closeness, Well Being, and Social Potency), Agreeableness was most 
related to Aggression (negatively). Conscientiousness was most related to Control and 
Achievement, Neuroticism was most related to Stress Reaction and Well Being (negatively), 
and, finally. Openness was related moderately to Well Being, Social Potency, Achievement. 
Harm Avoidance (negatively), and Absorption. 
Church (1994) also examined the relationship between Tellegen's instrument and the 
Big Five dimensions. He found that PEM was related to Extraversion and that, upon 
bifurcating PEM into its communal and agentic facets, PEM-C was most related to 
Extraversion, while PEM-A was more related to Conscientiousness and Openness. Church 
also found a salient negative correlation between PEM and Neuroticism. As expected. 
Church found that NEM was strongly related to Neuroticism. however, NEM also was 
negatively related to Agreeableness. He concluded that, while NEM and Neuroticism are 
certainly related, NEM is more than just Neuroticism. Finally, Church found CON to be most 
related to Conscientiousness and, secondarily, to Openness (negatively) - Openness was most 
related to Absorption. In examining the relationship between Tellegen's higher-order 
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dimensions and the Big Five, Church concluded that Tellegen's model actually may be 
hierarchically related to the Big Five in the following ways; I) NEM is a higher-order factor 
related to Neuroticism and Agreeableness, 2) PEM encompasses both Extraversion (PEM-C) 
and some aspects of Conscientiousness (PEM-A), and 3) CON is a higher-order factor related 
to Conscientiousness and some aspects of Openness. Church states: 
The Tellegen higher-order dimensions (PEM. NEM. and Constraint) and the Big Five 
dimensions are not so much alternative representations of personality' at the same level of 
generalin-. rather, they organize very- much the same personality space, but at different 
hierarchical levels, (p. 907) 
The -A.CL and MPQ nicely complement each other in that they contain scales with 
varying degrees of bandwidth and fidelity. Using these instruments together provides one 
with three different maps of the personality domain that vary in the level of detail provided 
and the scope covered, but they can be used effectively together to locate individuals in the 
realm of personality. With these different personological "maps," however, one must inquire 
as to the extent to which each is unique. Are both providing incremental information about 
meaningful behavioral phenomena relative to each other (i.e., accounting for unique sources of 
individual differences)? As mentioned earlier, there are a large number of different personality 
instruments and it can be difficult for researchers, counselors, and other consumers to 
determine which instruments are the most useflil. Thus, one of the goals of the current 
research will be to ascertain the extent to which ACL and MPQ scales are providing 
incremental validity relative to each other. The current study also will examine the extent to 
which these instruments are adding incremental validity relative to vocational interests. 
Vocational Interests 
Interests are generally conceived of as involving choices based on likes and dislikes 
(Dawis, 1991), where we tend towards activities we like and shy away from those we dislike 
(Strong, 1960). The premiere interest instrument in use today is the Strong Interest Inventory 
(Strong; Hansen &. Campbell, 1985; Harmon et al., 1994). It has the longest history of any 
interest instrument (Campbell, 1968) and is the most widely used (Hansen & Campbell, 1985; 
Zytowski & Warman, 1982). What began with E. K. Strong, Jr. in the 1920's as an entirely 
atheoretical. empirically keyed instrument, has developed into an instrument that combines 
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and balances empiricism and theory in an effort to provide a comprehensive assessment of 
interests. More contemporary versions of the Strong (Hansen & Campbell, 1985; Harmon et 
al., 1994) contain two levels of theoretically driven scales: General Occupational Themes 
(wide bandwidth) and Basic Interest scales (moderate fidelity and bandwidth). The most 
recent version of the Strong also contains four broad personality dimensions. The Basic 
Interest scales and General Occupational Themes will be the primary focus of the current 
research. 
The addition of the Basic Interest scales to the Strong (Campbell, Borgen, Eastes. 
Johansson, & Peterson, 1968), based on both content and empiricism (Campbell, 1971), 
marked the first step in making the Strong a more parsimonious, theoretically based 
instrument. The General Occupational Themes, added to the Strong in the early I970's, 
provide this instrument with 6 broad interest categories based on John Holland's (1985) 
personality theory. This highly influential theory is based on the assumption that people can 
be classified, based on their vocational interests, according to six personality types - Realistic, 
Investigative, Artistic, Social, Enterprising, and Conventional (RIASEC). 
The addition of the Holland's RIASEC dimensions and Basic Interest dimensions 
provided the Strong with a theoretical structure for organizing interests. Campbell and 
Holland (1972) described the relationship between the theory and the empiricism as follows: 
With the Strong system, the counselor has many trees but a vague map. but with the Holland 
sy stem the counselor has a tnap with only a few vague locations of individual trees, (p. 356) 
The Holland scales are parsimonious and give a general picture, the Basic Interest Scales arc 
homogeneous and provide measiues of the strength in specific areas of interest, and the 
Occupational Scales offer an immediate tie between the individual's pattern of interests and 
those of men [and womenj in specified occupations, (p. 375) 
Interests and Personality 
Throughout their respective histories, interests and personality have remained 
separate, yet intertwined (Brown, 1954). Darley and Hagenah (1955. p. 263) state that, 
"interest measurement is truly within the domain of personality and motivation," Allport 
(1961) asserts that interests emerge as a byproduct of personality development, and Siess and 
Jackson (1970, 1971) maintain that interests can be interpreted in terms of personological 
constructs. In his review of the development of personality instruments, Goldberg (1971) 
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viewed vocational interest instruments as one branch of personality that was forged from a 
societal need to forecast vocational satisfaction and success. This motivation is still salient as 
researchers investigate the influence of congruence between interests and the environment on 
work-related outcomes (Assouline & Meier, 1987; Holland, 1976; Spokane, 1985), In a 
seminal paper, Guilford, Christensen, Bond, and Sutton (1954), using a wide variety of 
personality and interest instruments, found that seven faaors were necessary to account for 
individual differences in personality and interests. 
One reason some researchers have maintained a distinction between interests and 
personality is due to the fact that the early history of interest measurement was based on 
"dustbowl empiricism" (cf Zytowski and Borgen, 1983). Siess and Jackson (1971) noted this 
concern: 
The lack of emphasis upon theory- in much vocational interest measurement and research .. 
has. in our view, been largely responsible for the inconsistent empirical support received for 
t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  v o c a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t s  a n d  c h o i c e  h a v e  f o u n d a t i o n s  i n  p e r s o n a l i t y .  ( p .  I l l )  
The inclusion of theoretically based scales in interest instruments over the last few decades has 
made the linkages between interests and personality more evident (Borgen & Harmon, 1996). 
One of the leaders in this arena, John Holland, was certainly influenced by the early 
work of Guilford et al. (1954). Holland (1985) proposes that individuals and environments 
can be classified according to six basic personality types (the RIASEC dimensions mentioned 
earlier), which can be assessed via vocational interests. Holland makes explicit the linkages 
between interest and personality assessment and, in fact, presents his theory as a personality 
theory. Holland takes a logical approach in asserting that an individual's vocational choice is 
an expression of his/her personality. If one considers personality as being comprised by the 
relatively life-long communality cutting across an individual's behaviors (Lubinski & 
Thompson, 1986; Meehl, 1986), then activities an individual gravitates towards (i.e., likes) or 
moves away from (i.e., dislikes) will tend to correspond to an individual's personality. If this 
assumption is valid, then, Holland claimed, interest inventories are personality inventories 
(Holland, 1985; Walsh & Holland, 1992). 
If Holland's proposal is accepted, then one is compelled to locate their place in 
relation to the Big Five dimensions. Costa, McCrae, and Holland (1984) investigated the 
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relationship between Holland's six types and three of the Big Five (Neuroticism, Extraversion, 
& Openness) finding that Neuroticism was weakly related to Artistic interests, Extraversion 
was moderately related to Social and Enterprising interests, and Openness was moderately 
related to Investigative and Artistic interests. Gottfi'edson, Jones, and Holland (1993) 
examined the relationship between Holland's six types and all of the Big Five. The results of 
their study, along with results fi^om other studies, suggested that the Big Five and Holland's 
types are related in the following way: Extraversion is related to Social and Enterprising 
interests. Openness is related to Investigative and (somewhat) Artistic interests, and 
Conscientiousness is related to Conventional interests (Gottfi-edson et al., 1993). The general 
conclusions fi-om these two studies were that the Big Five and Holland's six types were 
related, however, they could not be considered interchangeable. 
Tokar and Swanson (1995), Holland, Johnston, and Asama (1994), and Fox (1995) 
corroborated the results of these previous studies; however, they also noted some interesting 
gender differences. For example, Tokar and Swanson (1995) found that Agreeableness was 
related to Social interests for females, but not for males; Holland, Johnston, and Asama 
(1994) found that Conscientiousness was related to Realistic interests for males and to 
Conventional interests for females; Fox (1995) found no relationship between Extraversion 
and Social interests and found a moderate correlation between Openness and Realistic 
interests for both genders. Fox (1995) also examined the overall redundancy of these two sets 
of scales and found that these two broad models of personality overlap, however, they were 
far fi-om interchangeable. 
Finally, there have been some studies investigating the relationship between the 
RIASEC dimensions and Eysenck's (1970) broad personality factors. Extraversion has 
generally been found to be related to Social and Enterprising interests, while Neuroticism 
tended to be related negatively to Realistic and Investigative interests (Athanasou, O'Gorman. 
& Meyer, 1986; Goh &. Leong, 1993; Naylor & Thomeycroft, 1986). The results of these 
studies did not indicate a discernible pattern of correlates between the RIASEC themes and 
Eysenck's Psychoticism dimension. 
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On the whole, this research on the overlap of personality and interests has tended to 
focus on the relationship between individual scales on each instrument, rather than examining 
the overlap of the variance accounted for by each respective instrument. Additionally, the 
Strong also brings higher fidelity scales to the table in the form of the Basic Interest scales and 
the use of these scales in conjunction with the RIASEC dimensions may overlap more 
thoroughly with more traditional personality instruments. The current research will include 
scales of broader bandwidth and scales of higher fidelity when considering the overlap of the 
personality and interest domains. 
The Current Study 
The first phase of the current study will investigate the validity of using broad 
personality instruments (viz., the ACL and MPQ), which were initially designed for adults, 
with intellectually talented 13-year olds. This will involve examining 1) the comparability of 
the adolescents' internal and factorial structure to adult samples, and 2) the extent to which 
the scales on these instruments covary with a wide array of external criteria in a manner 
consistent with theoretical expectations. Following Cattell's (1965) recommendation, the 
external criteria include L-data (life-record or biographical data), Q-data (subjective 
questionnaires), and T-data (objective tests). Where possible, this will be linked back to 
personality assessment more generally (e.g., the Big Five dimensions). 
Beyond examining the construct validity of the ACL and MPQ, it is important to 
examine the extent to which the addition of these instruments provides one with incremental 
validity in forecasting external criteria. The second phase of the current study will, therefore, 
examine the incremental validity of these two instruments relative to each other and relative to 
vocational interests (as assessed by the Strong). This issue of incremental validity is of 
importance for both practical and theoretical reasons. 
As others had noted before him (cf Allport & Vernon, 1930; Goldberg, 1971; John. 
1990), Dawis (1992) laments the abundance of instruments developed out of individual 
differences psychology. In fact, Dawis (1992) reviewed one volume of the Journal of 
Counseling Psychology zx\d counted 115 instruments that were either new or little-known. 
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He suggests that there is a need to examine the extent to which instruments are providing 
unique or redundant information; 
On the one hand, one cannot help applauding this impressive display of creative activity. On 
the other hand, one has to wonder how much of the effort is overlapping and redundant. 
Only occasionally does someone ... attempt to assess the overlap among measures, with 
illuminating results, but such studies are few because they demand too much time from 
research participants. One is left only with the optimist's anticipation that things tend to 
sort themselves out and that in the end the cream rises to the top. (p. 16) 
Schmidt et al. (under review) examined the extent to which interest and value 
assessments were conceptually and empirically distinct. Though these domains have been 
historically conceived of as being conceptually distinct, and the methods used to construct 
instruments in each domain is quite dissimilar, they asked the question: Are these two 
instruments tapping into unique or redundant sources of individual differences? They found, 
across a wide array of external criteria, that the Strong consistently accounted for incremental 
sources of variability above and beyond the SOV (i.e., added incremental validity), but the 
reverse was not true. In fact. Strong-based regression equations (using RIASEC and Basic 
Interest scales) forecasted the SOV themes with remarkable precision. This suggested that, in 
fact, the SOV could be subsumed by the Strong and that greater parsimony could be achieved 
by simply administering the Strong by itself (Schmidt et al.. under review). It appears that the 
concern expressed by Dawis (1992) was legitimate, and that the examination of this question 
when one employs multiple instruments may help separate out the cream. 
Thus, the second phase of the current study will examine the degree to which two 
traditional personality instruments (viz., the ACL and MPQ) are accounting for unique or 
redundant variability across a wide array of external criteria. Furthermore, this will be taken 
one step further in examining the extent to which these two traditional personality instruments 
and a measure of vocational interests (viz.. the Strong) provide incremental validity relative to 
each other. Do personality instruments provide unique, complementary information relative 
to interest instruments? Though the research on the overlap of interests and personality has 
suggested that these are intertwined, yet distinct domains, this has been focused primarily on 
broader dimensions (e.g., the Big Five and RIASEC dimensions). It has, however, neglected 
to examine higher fidelity scales, such as the Basic Interest scales on the Strong, when 
considering the personality-interest overlap. 
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Neglecting to examine higher fidelity scales may result in conclusions that these 
domains are more empirically distinct than they truly are. Consider the following example in 
regards to the importance of including higher fidelity scales such as the Basic Interest scales. 
Schmidt et al. (under review) examined the empirical overlap of the Strong and SOV and 
found that the RIASEC dimensions, taken alone, did not account for much variance in 
Religious values. The Strong, however, has a Religious Activities Basic Interest scale which 
corresponded highly to the SOV-Religious scale (r = .70) and, as a result, the Strong (using 
both the RIASEC & Basic Interest scales) was able to subsume the SOV-Religious scale. It is 
certainly possibile that similar situations will be observed with respect to the instruments used 
in the current study. Additionally, it is possible that the higher fidelity personality scales (ACL 
scales and MPQ primary scales) will account for substantial portions of variance in the 
RIASEC dimensions that higher-order personality dimensions might not. 
Investigations of the redundancy or uniqueness of instruments is of paramount 
importance as the number of instruments continually increases and the notion of parsimony 
slips fiirther out of reach. With the vast array of potential instruments available for use, it is 
important to establish those that are most useful and that instruments being proclaimed as 
unique do, in fact, add to our ability to forecast psychologically significant criteria. The 
Strong, which is a widely utilized instrument in educational and vocational counseling has, 
thus far, enveloped one instrument (viz., the SOV). Is it possible that it could envelop more 
traditional, broad-spectrum personality instruments? Or, rather, is it possible that these broad-
spectrum personality instruments will subsume the Strong, since interests are sometimes 
considered a special case of personality'' These questions are at the crux of the current 
research. 
Methods 
Participants 
Participants were taken from the Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth (SMPY) 
in 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996 talent searches conducted by the Office of Precollegiate 
Programs for Talented and Gifted (OPPTAG) at Iowa State University (ISU). Students who. 
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at age 13, score in the top 3% nationally on standardized achievement tests administered in 
their schools (e.g., the Iowa Test of Basic Skills) qualify to take the SAT'"^ under 
standardized conditions. The SAT is designed for college-bound high school seniors and is 
comprised of two subtests: Mathematical (SAT-M) and Verbal (SAT-V). Scores can range 
from 200 to 800 on each of these tests. Students with SAT-M > 390 or SAT-V > 370 (or 
students who scored at or above 20 on at least one American College Test subtest') may 
attend ISU's summer programs for the gifted. These students represent approximately the top 
1% in intellectual ability (Lubinski & Benbow, 1994). 
There were 880 participants who took the ACL (520 males, 345 females, and 15 not 
reporting gender), 865 participants who took the MPQ (513 males, 344 females, and 8 not 
reporting gender), and 811 participants who took the Strong (473 males, 327 females, and 11 
not reporting gender). There were 855 participants who took both the ACL and MPQ (506 
males. 341 females, 8 not reporting gender), 801 participants who took both the ACL and 
Strong (467 males, 324 females, and 10 not reporting gender). 790 participants who took 
both the MPQ and Strong (460 males, 324 females, and 6 not reporting gender), and, finally. 
778 participants who took all three instruments (457 males. 321 females, and 6 not reporting 
gender). 
Procedure 
Participants attended summer programs at Iowa State University (ISU). Here they 
take high school courses at an accelerated pace and, as part of the program, they may 
voluntarily complete tests and questionnaires that provide biographical, ability, personality, 
interest, and values information. The questionnaires were mailed to the students and were 
completed before they arrived at ISU; the ability tests were completed under standardized 
mass-testing conditions at ISU (Lubinski & Benbow, 1994), 
Instruments 
Adjective Check List 
The Adjective Check List (ACL, Gough & Heilbrun, 1983) is designed to assess a 
wide array of personality attributes. In its current form, the ACL has 300 items (adjectives) 
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and 37 scales. There are four scales that assess stylistic features of the response tendencies of 
individuals; Total number of items checked (used to detect extreme over- or under-
endorsement of adjectives). Number of favorable items checked (indicates selection of 
adjectives perceived as favorable). Number of unfavorable items checked (indicates selection 
of adjectives perceived as favorable), and number of common items checked (indicates 
selection of frequently checked adjectives and nonselection of infrequently checked 
adjectives). These scales can be used to detect potentially invalid profiles. For example, if an 
individual checks more than 270 adjectives, or less than 10 adjectives, than his/her profile is 
likely to be invalid. 
Based on Murray's (1938) "manifest needs," Gough and Heilbrun (1983) constructed 
15 scales which include (with descriptions of high scorers in parentheses): Achievement 
(motivated to excel in pursuits recognized as socially important). Dominance (seek out and 
maintain leadership roles, attempt to control individual relationships). Endurance (persist in 
tasks undertaken). Order (emphasize neatness, organization, and planning), Intraception 
(attempt to understand behavior of self and others), Nurturance (engage in behaviors that 
provide benefits for others). Affiliation (seek and maintain many personal friendships). 
Heterosexuality (seek relationships with people of the opposite sex and derive emotional 
satisfaction from these interactions). Exhibition (seek immediate attention of others resulting 
from one's own behavior). Autonomy (act independently of others or of social values and 
expectations). Aggression (engage in behaviors that harm others). Change (seek novel 
experiences, avoid routine), Succorance (solicit sympathy, affection, or emotional support 
from others), .Abasement (use self-criticism, guilt, and social impotence to express feelings of 
inferiority), and Deference (seek and maintain subordinate roles in relationships). 
There are nine personality scales on this instrument that are not derived from any 
particular theory, but rather were personality constructs Gough and Heilbrun (1983) deemed 
worthy of assessment, which include (with descriptions of high scorers in parentheses): 
Counseling Readiness (open to change and are likely to benefit from counseling), Self-Control 
(tend to be overcontrolled, cautious, conservative, patient, and quiet), Self-Confidence 
(confident in ability to achieve goals, tend to be determined, assertive, enterprising, and 
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outgoing). Personal Adjustment (have a positive attitude, enjoy company of others, feel 
capable of completing projects). Ideal Self (close correspondence between conception of 
actual self and ideal self). Creative Personality (tend to be clever, original, artistic, 
imaginative, and versatile). Military Leadership (work hard to achieve goals, conscientious, 
oriented towards duties). Masculine attributes (tend to be ambitious, assertive, quick to take 
the initiative), and Feminine attributes (tend to be cooperative, considerate, inspire positive 
attitudes from others). 
Gough and Heilbrun (1983) developed five scales based on Transactional Analysis 
(Berne, 1961), which included (with descriptions of high scorers in parentheses): Critical 
Parent (tend to be bossy, demanding, impatient, opinionated, rude, and suspicious). Nurturant 
Parent (tend to be forgiving, appreciative, helpftil, loyal, praising, and stable). Adult (tend to 
be productive, work oriented, and ambitious). Free Child (tend to be excited, animated, and 
lack self-restraint), and Adapted Child (tend to feel unsure about coping ability, avoid 
confrontation, and lack independence). 
Finally, they developed four scales based on Welsh's (1975) theory regarding 
creativity (origence) and intelligence (intellectance) in personality. Welsh proposed that these 
two dimensions were orthogonal and, therefore, one could examine each of the four resulting 
quadrants. These included (with descriptions of high scorers in parentheses): High 
Origence/Low Intellectance (possess strong instincts, enjoy festivit>', and are easily 
distractible; imaginative) High Origence/High Intellectance (has original thoughts and 
perceptions, is aesthetically sensitive, is indifferent to convention, and is insightftil; intuitive). 
Low Origence/Low Intellectance (tend to be easy going, simple, forthright, rule-respecting, 
and content with his/her role in life; conventional), and Low Origence/High Intellectance (tend 
to be analytic, logical, intellectually capable, and self-disciplined; scientific). 
Gough and Heilbrun (1983) report internal consistency coefficients for the 36 scales 
(total number checked is not included because this scale has no psychological significance) 
ranging from .56 to .95 (median = .76; l" Quartile = .70, 3"* Quartile =81) for males (N = 
591), and from .53 to .94 (median = .75; Qi = .69, Q3 = .78) for females (N = 588). Gough 
and Heilbrun (1983) report six-month test-retest correlations for males (N = 199) on all 37 
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scales ranging from .34 to .77 (median = .65; Qi = .59, Qj = .72), and one-year test-retest 
correlations for females (N = 45) which ranged from .45 to .86 (median = .71; Qi = .59, Q:, = 
.76). The current study allows for the opportunity to examine the one-year test-retest of this 
instrument. Specifically, students who attend ISU's summer programs tend to enjoy their 
experiences (Benbow, Lubinski, & Suchy, 1996), and approximately 30% return the following 
summer to enjoy further academic acceleration opportunities. Thus, the current study will 
entail examining the one-year test retest of the ACL with 210 intellectually talented young 
adolescents. 
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire 
The Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire (MPQ, Tellegen, 1982; Tellegen & 
Waller, in press) consists of 300 items that form 11 primary scales that assesses major 
personality traits across a broad domain. These primary scales include (with descriptions of 
high scorers in parentheses): Well Being (cheerful and happy disposition; enjoys what he/she 
does; is optimistic). Social Potency (forceftil, decisive, persuasive, influential; enjoys 
leadership roles; enjoys being the center of attention). Achievement (enjoys difficult and 
demanding tasks; is persistent, ambitious, and a hard worker; is a perfectionist). Social 
Closeness (enjoys people; is warm, afifectionate. and sociable). Stress Reaction (is tense, 
nervous, sensitive, and easily upset; is troubled by feelings of guilt and unworthiness). 
Alienation (believes others wish him/her harm; feels deceived, betrayed, and used; has bad 
luck). Aggression (is physically aggressive and vindictive; enjoys upsetting and fiightening 
others; enjoys violent scenes). Control vs. Impulsivity (is reflective, cautious, careful. 
plodding, rational, sensible; likes to plan activities in detail). Harm Avoidance (does not enjoy 
dangerous or adventurous activities; avoids risking bodily injury; prefers safer activities even if 
tedious or aggravating). Traditionalism (high moral standards; avoids rebellion; endorses 
religious institutions; respects parents and believes in strict child rearing practices), and 
Absorption (is easily enraptured by stimuli; thinks in images; can vividly re-experience own 
past; becomes deeply immersed in own thoughts and imagination). 
Tellegen and Waller (in press) report internal consistency coefficients which ranged 
from .76 to .90 (median = .85; Qi = .83, Q3 = .88) for four samples. They also report 30-day 
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test-retest correlations for college men and women (N = 75) ranging from .82 to .92 (median 
= .89; Qi = .82, Qs = .90). The current study will also allow for the investigation of the one-
year test-retest reliability of this instrument with a sample of 208 intellectually talented young 
adolescents. 
Tellegen and Waller (in press) propose a three-factor higher-order structure underlying 
these 11 primary dimensions: Positive Emotionality (PEM; tend to experience positive 
emotions and be involved in interpersonal interactions). Negative Emotionality (NEM; tend to 
experience negative emotions and be involved in antagonistic interactions), and Constraint 
(CON; tend to be cautious, conventional, and are reluctant to be expansive). PEM is 
demarcated by high factor loadings for Well Being, Social Potency, Achievement, Social 
Closeness, and. to some degree. Absorption; NEM was defined by high loadings on Stress 
Reaction, Alienation. Aggression, and, to some degree. Absorption and Control (negative); 
markers of CON were Control, Harm-Avoidance, and Traditionalism and, to some degree. 
Social Potency (negative). 
Based on factor analyses, Tellegen and Waller (in press) also propose a four-factor 
model with PEM split into Agentic Positive Emotionality (PEM-A; positive emotional 
responsiveness and effectance) and Communal Positive Emotionality (PEM-C; positive 
emotions and interpersonal connectedness). Tellegen and Waller found that Well Being, 
Social Potency. Achievement, and Absorption loaded on PEM-.\, while Social Closeness and 
Well Being loaded onto PEM-C. These two factors are primarily differentiated by 
Achievement and Absorption (load on PEM-A and not on PEM-C) and Social Closeness 
(loads on PEM-C, not on PEM-A). 
Strong Interest Inventory 
The current research utilizes both the 1985 Strong (Hansen & Campbell. 1985) and 
the 1994 Strong (Harmon et al., 1994). The General Occupational Themes (GOT) and Basic 
Interest Scales will be used for the current research. 
Brief descriptions of the six GOT, or Holland's RIASEC themes, follow. Realistic 
(interested in working with thing and working outdoors; tend to need structure). Investigative 
(interested in the sciences, especially math and the physical sciences; enjoy independent work). 
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Artistic (interested in writing, the arts, and creative expression; tend not to need structure). 
Social (interested in people; drawn to helping professions). Enterprising (interested in 
leadership roles, particularly those leading to accomplishing economic goals), and 
Conventional (prefer highly structured environments; prefer a clear chain of command; prefer 
office work). These six types can be represented in a hexagonal structure (Holland, 1985), 
such that types that are more similar are arranged physically closer than types that are less 
similar. Recent research has offered substantial support for the hexagonal organization of the 
RIASEC types (Rounds & Tracey, 1992; Rounds, Tracey, & Hubert, 1992; Tracey & 
Rounds, 1993). 
The 1985 Strong contains 23 Basic Interest Scales which reflect components of the 
General Occupational Themes. These scales (along with the RIASEC letter they are 
associated with) include: R (Agriculture, Nature, Adventure, Military Activities, & 
Mechanical Activities), I (Science, Mathematics, Medical Science, & Medical Service), A 
(Music/Dramatics, Art, & Writing), S (Teaching, Social Service, Athletics, Domestic Arts, & 
Religious Activities), E (Public Speaking, Law/Politics, Merchandising, Sales, & Business 
Management), and C (Office Practices). 
For the 1985 version of the Strong, Hansen and Campbell (1985) reported internal 
consistency of the RIASEC themes (range = .90 to .95; median = .92) and the Basic Interest 
scales (range = .77 to .96; median = 90) for males (N = 1445); internal consistency of the 
RIASEC themes (range = .90 to .93; median =91) and Basic Interest scales (range = 77 to 
95; median = .90) for females (N = 1410). Hansen and Campbell (1985) also reported 3-year 
test-retest stability coefficients of 75 adult males and 65 adult females on the RIASEC themes 
(range = .78 to .87; median = .81) and Basic Interest scales (range = 74 to 92; median = 82, 
Qi = .81, Qi = .84). For a sample of intellectually talented adolescents identified by SMPY, 
Schmidt (1995) reported one-year test-retest stability coefficients of 65 males and 45 females 
on the lUASEC themes from the 1985 Strong (range = .55 to .76; median = 68). On a 
sample of intellectually talented adolescents initially assessed at age 13, Lubinski, Benbow, 
and Ryan (1995) reported 15-year test-retest stability coefficients for the EUASEC themes 
ranging from .21 to .51 (median = .46). 
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Schmidt et al. (under review) provided substantial evidence regarding the validity of 
the Strong for intellectually gifted adolescents. Internally, the Basic Interest scales generally 
covaried with their corresponding RIASEC dimension. Furthermore, they examined the 
correlational pattern of the RIASEC dimensions with each other and the Basic Interest scales, 
and, using a method proposed by Huba and Hamilton (1976) whereby one correlates 
correlation matrices (i.e., intermatrix correlation) to establish similarity oipatterns of 
correlates, they found the correlation matrix to be similar to correlation matrices from adult 
samples (correlation was .85 with a matrix from a sample of graduate students in top 
math/science programs, and .85 with a matrix based on the 1985 Strong manual). They also 
examined the correlation of the Strong (RIASEC &. Basic Interest) scales with a wide array of 
external criteria and found that, generally, the correlations conformed to theoretical 
expectations. From these analyses, it was concluded that the Strong could be validly utilized 
in the educational and vocational counseling of intellectually gifted young adolescents 
(Schmidt et al., under review). 
The Strong was recently revised (Harmon et al., 1994) and there were some changes 
in the instrument, but overall it is quite similar to the 1985 Strong. The 1994 Strong contains 
the six RIASEC themes, and these correlate between .93 and .97 (median = .96 for males & 
95 for females) with the RIASEC themes on the 1985 Strong (Harmon et al., 1994, p. 53). 
The 1994 Strong consists of 25 Basic Interest scales, of which 21 overlap with the 1985 
Strong. Most revisions to the Basic Interest scdes involved fine-tuning the scales without 
making major modifications and, when correlated with the corresponding 1985 Basic Interest 
scales, they are quite comparable (range = .96 to 1.00; median = .99; Harmon et al.. 1994, p 
82). There are, however, some changes to the Basic Interest scales that are worth noting, 
such as; Business Management is now labeled "Organizational Management"; Office 
Practices is now labeled "Office Services"; Medical Service is now housed under lUASEC's 
Investigative rather than its Social domain; Athletics has moved from RIASEC's Social to its 
Realistic domain; Adventure is no longer housed under the Basic Interest scales, but, rather, is 
considered a Personal Style scale labeled "Risk Taking/Adventure;" Applied Arts and Culinary 
Arts are new Basic Interest scales within RIASEC's Artistic domain; Computer Activities and 
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Data Management are new Basic Interest scales within RIASEC's Conventional domain; and 
finally. Domestic Arts has been removed from the Strong (Harmon et al., 1994. p. 12). 
For the current study, only those scales that were common to both the 1985 and 1994 
version of the Strong were included in analyses. 
Elxtemal Validation Criteria 
In addition to taking the ACL, MPQ, and Strong, participants also completed a 
background questionnaire, ability tests, and other personality questionnaires. Some of these 
tests and questionnaires will be used here for validation purposes. It should be noted that the 
scales on the Strong also will be used as external criteria in evaluating the construct validity of 
the ACL and MPQ. These external criteria span across ability, biographical, and personality 
measures, which allowed for a more thorough examination of the constuct validity of the ACL 
and MPQ scales in terms of their convergent and discriminant correlation^ patterns. 
Study of Values (SOV; Allport et al., 1970). The SOV examines the relative 
prominence (i.e.. intraindividual) of personality-related values using Eduard Spranger's (1928) 
SLK theoretical personality types; Theoretical (value the discovery of truth; interests tend to be 
empirical, critical, and rational; tend to be scientists or philosophers). Economic (value that 
which is useful; practical and see unapplied knowledge as wasteful). Aesthetic (value form and 
harmony; interested in artistic endeavors; tend to be individualistic and self-sufBcient), Social 
(value the altmistic and philanthropic love of others; tend to be kind, sympathetic, and 
unselfish). Political (value power; desire personal power, influence, and renown; tend to be 
leaders), and Religious (value unity; seek to understand and embrace the totality of the 
cosmos). 
Allport. Vernon, and Lindzey (1970) reported internal consistency (split-half) 
coefficients of the six themes ranging from .84 to .95 (median = .90; N = 100), and two-
month test-retest stability coefficients (N = 53) ranging fi^om .84 to .93 (median = .87). For a 
sample of intellectually talented adolescents identified by SMPY (Schmidt et al., under 
review), test-retest stability coefficients of 65 males and 45 females ranged fi^om .63 to 79 
(median = .68). On a sample of intellectually talented adolescents initially assessed at age 13, 
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Lubinski, Schmidt, and Benbow (1996) reported 20-year test-retest stability coefficients 
ranging fi-om .31 to .47 (median = .34). 
Schmidt et al. (under review) also provided evidence regarding the validity of the SOV 
for intellectually gifted adolescents by, once again, examining the comparability of the 
intercorrelation matrix of gifted adolescents with those from adult samples using Huba and 
Hamilton's (1976) method. They found that the pattern of internal correlations were 
comparable (correlation was .87 with a matrix from a sample of graduate students in top 
math/science programs, and .63 with a matrix based on the 1970 SOV manual). Schmidt et 
al. fijrther examined the correlation between the SOV themes (TEPAS & R) and a wide array 
of external criteria and found that the correlations generally conformed to theoretical 
expectations. These researchers concluded that the structural integrity of the SOV was 
upheld for 13-year old gifted students and that the SOV could be used with intellectually 
gifted young adolescents as it is with adults (Schmidt et al., under review). 
Family Environment Scale (FES, Moos & Moos, 1986). The FES assesses an 
individual's perception of social and environmental characteristics of their family. A total of 
90 items comprise 10 scales, including (with descriptions of high scorers in parentheses): 
Cohesion (family provides commitment, support, help for each other). Expressiveness (family 
members encouraged to act openly and express feelings). Conflict (family members openly 
express anger, aggression, and conflict). Independence (family members are assertive and self-
sufficient), Achievement Orientation (activities are cast into an achievement-oriented, 
competitive framework), Intellectual-Cultural Orientation (interested in political, social, 
intellectual, and cultural activities), Active-Recreational Orientation (participate in social and 
recreational activities), Moral-Religious Emphasis (emphasis on ethical and religious issues 
and values). Organization (clear structure and organization in planning family activities and 
responsibilities of family members), and Control (set rules and procedures are used to run 
family life). 
Moos and Moos (1986) report internal consistencies for these scales ranging from .61 
to .78 (N = 1076). Moos and Moos (1986) also report the one-year test-retest stability 
coefficients (N = 241) which range from .52 to .89 (median = .74; Qi = .66, Qj = 79), The 
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one-year test-retest stabilities of these scales for intellectually talented adolescents identified 
by SMPY (N = 245) ranged fi'om .48 to .80 (median = .65). 
Vandenberg's Mental Rotation Test (Vandenberg & Kuse, 1978). This is a paper and 
pencil measure of three-dimensional spatial ability. There are two timed five-minute sections, 
each with 10 items. Participants must match a specified three-dimensional figure to two 
identical, yet rotated, figures. Participants choose fi'om four options: two options are 
identical figures that have been rotated (targets), two options are different figures 
(distractors). Points are earned if an individual correctly identifies one or two of the targets, 
but no points are awarded if either distractor is identified. Thus, no points are awarded if one 
selects both distractors, or if one selects one target and one distractor. 
Using a sample of 2978 adults, Vandenberg and Kuse (1978) report an internal 
consistency of 88. Kuse (1977) reports test-retest coeflHcients, based on samples of 336 and 
456 over a one-year time span, of .83 and .70, respectively. Schmidt et al. (under review) 
report that the one-year test-retest of this test for intellectually talented adolescents identified 
by SMPY was .73 (N = 255). 
Bennett's Mechanical Comprehension Test (Form S: Bennett. 1969, 1980). This 
paper and pencil test assesses an individual's comprehension of physical and mechanical 
relationships in practical situations. Participants are allowed 30 minutes to complete 68 
multiple-choice items. Bennett (1969; 1994) reports split-half internal consistencies ranging 
fi'om .81 to .93 (median = ,86). Schmidt et al. (under review) report that the one-year test-
retest of this test for intellectually talented adolescents identified by SMPY was 85 (N = 255). 
Bennett (1994) reports that scores on the Mechanical Comprehension Test have been 
found to be related to academic performance, job performance, and mechanical/spatial 
activities (e.g., success in chemistry, physics, & flight training). He also provides evidence 
that scores on this test correlate with other measures of mechanical/spatial ability (e.g.. 
College Board Spatial Relations test. Revised Minnesota Paper Form Board Test, & Raven s 
Standard Progressive Matrices) and to mechanical/spatial interests (e.g.. Holland's Realistic 
theme). 
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Validity evidence for the Mechanical Comprehension Test and the Mental Rotations 
Test specific to intellectually gifted young adolescents is provided by Achter, Lubinski. and 
Benbow (1996). They found these two instruments correlated positively with; anticipated 
necessity of mathematics, physics, and computer science in future occupations, and correlated 
negatively with; anticipated necessity of literature, writing-composition, social studies, and 
foreign language in their future occupation. Schmidt et al. (under review) examined the 
relationship between these two tests and the Strong and SOV. They noted that these 
mechanical/spatial tests correlated positively with; Theoretical values. Realistic interests 
(particularly Mechanical Activities), and correlated negatively with; Social interests 
(particularly Social Service) and Artistic interests (particularly Writing and Music). Finally. 
Humphreys, Lubinski, and Yao (1993) also provide supporting validity evidence with 
construct-equivalent measures. 
Raven's Advanced Progressive Matrices (Raven, Court, & Raven, 1977), This paper 
and pencil test assesses non-verbal reasoning ability (particularly practical and mathematical 
reasoning). Participants are given an unlimited amount of time to complete the 36 items on 
this test. Individuals are required to examine a pattern of figures and choose, from four 
options, the option that completes the pattern. Raven (1973) reported two month test-retest 
coefficients of .91, .86, and .76 for 243 adults, 92 12-year old children, and 109 10-year old 
children, respectively Schmidt et al (under review) report that the one-year test-retest of this 
lest for intellectually talented adolescents identified by SMPY was of the 13-year olds 
identified by SMPY was .60 (N = 255). 
Background Questionnaire. This questionnaire was designed by researchers with 
SMPY. It contains questions related to demographics, family background, attitudes, and 
future plans (emphasizing educational/vocational intentions). For the current research. 40 of 
these variables were used including; attitudinal statements, life style ratings, future 
occupational importance of fields of study, reading preferences, autobiographical questions 
about hobbies, and ratings of broad academic subjects (see Appendix 1 for copies of all 
background questions used). This background questionnaire also contains a measure of 
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loneliness (items on this measure are included in Appendix 2). This 32 item measure has an 
internal consistency of .93 (N = 357). 
Analyses 
One goal of the current study was to investigate the validity of the ACL and MPQ for 
use with intellectually talented adolescents (age 13). To accomplish this, the internal structure 
of the ACL and MPQ for intellectually talented adolescents was compared to the internal 
structure found in aduh samples. First, the comparability of the intercorrelational patterns 
were examined for each instrument. Huba and Hamilton (1976) maintain that the most 
appropriate way to determine the comparability of correlation matrices is to, essentially, 
correlate corresponding correlations in the two matrices. Second, exploratory factor analyses 
were performed and the comparability to results previously reported were examined. The 
choice of factor analysis and rotation methods were dictated by what had been performed in 
previously existing literature in order to evaluate the comparability of solutions with precision 
(i.e.. comparing apples to apples). A second, and very important, method for evaluating the 
validity of the ACL and MPQ involved examining the pattern of external correlates for each 
scale on these instruments across a wide array of criteria. To the extent that one observes a 
convergent and discriminant pattern of correlates, in accordance with theoretical expectations, 
evidence for the construct validit>' of these instruments accumulates (Campbell & Fiske, 
1959). 
Another goal of the current study was to ascertain whether the ACL, MPQ, and 
Strong are tapping unique or redundant sources of individual differences. The first step was 
to examine the extent to which each instrument is unique. This was accomplished by 
examining the multiple correlations of all scales on one instrument with each individual scale 
of another instrument (e.g., the multiple correlation of the scales on the MPQ with the 
Realistic interest theme). The second step was to detennine whether this uniqueness is of 
psychological significance. That is, does each instrument account for unicjue, non-
overlapping variance in the external criteria. This will be accomplished by examining the 
multiple correlation between all of the scales on a single instrument and the external criteria, 
and comparing this to the multiple correlation between all of the scales on multiple 
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instruments an tlie external criteria. To the extent that multiple correlations (and variance 
accounted for) increases with the addition of a second, or third, instrument, one has evidence 
for incremental validity. The third step was to ascertain the extent to which multiple 
regression equations based on one instrument reliably and validly reproduce scales on an 
opposing instrument. This entailed examining cross-validation coeflBcients to determine the 
similarity of the actual and forecasted scale scores. Further, following Schmidt et al. (under 
review), one can investigate the validity of forecasted scales by coupling cross-validation 
methodology with exterinsic convergent validation methdology (Fiske, 1971). That is, actual 
and forecasted scales can be considered interchangeable to the extent that their correlational 
profiles with external criteria are comparable. 
Results and Discussion 
Descriptive Statistics 
Means and standard deviations for the scales on the ACL and MPQ are provided, by 
gender, accompanied by male/female effect sizes, in Tables 1 and 2. Not surprisingly, the 
largest differences between male and female mean scores on the ACL scales were on the 
Masculine Attributes (1.70 effect size units) and Feminine Attributes (2.07 effect size units). 
There were a number of scales which females, on average, endorsed more items than males, 
including; Nurturance (.86 effect size units). Affiliation (.82), Heterosexuality- (.68), Common 
adjectives checked (.65), and Low Origence/Low Intellectance (.62). As compared to older 
samples (viz., high school, college, and aduh) reported in the ACL manual (Gough & 
Heilbrun, 1983), females had no scales which produced consistent mean differences (i.e., 
effect size difference greater than .50), while males in the current sample scored lower on 
Succorance (ES ranged from .53 to .88), lower on Feminine Attributes (ES ranged from 1 04 
to 1.55), and higher on Masculine Attributes (ES ranged from .92 to 1.22). Turning to the 
MPQ, one can see that males, on average, scored higher than females on Aggression ( .65), 
while females, on average, scored higher than males on Absorption (.58). As compared to 
college samples reported by Tellegen (1982), females scored lower on the Alienation scale 
(ES = 1.23), higher on the Aggression scale (ES = .67), and higher on the Traditionalism scale 
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(ES = .59), while males scored lower on the Alienation scale (1.16), higher on the Aggression 
scale (.63), and lower on the Social Closeness scale (.61). 
Insert Tables I &. 2 about here. 
ValifUty of the ACL and MPQ: Examining the Internal Structure 
Correlational Analyses 
Tables 3 and 4 contain intercorrelation matrices of the ACL scales and of the MPQ 
scales, separately by gender. Additionally, these tables contain test-retest stability coefiBcients 
in the diagonal. The ACL stability coefiBcients ranged from .54 to .76 (median = .64; Qi = 
60. Q3 = .67), while the MPQ stability coefBcients ranged from .54 to .76 (median = 66: Qi 
= 61, Q3 = .68). Note that the ACL stability coefficients observed here are quite similar to 
those reported in the ACL manual (Gough & Heilbrun, 1983) for a similar period of time. 
Insert Tables 3 & 4 about here. 
To evaluate the comparability of the correlation matrices presented here and those 
presented in the ACL manual (Gough & Heilbrun, 1983) and the MPQ manual (Tellegen, 
1982), the method proposed by Huba and Hamilton (1976) was used. Specifically, 
corresponding entries in the male correlation matrices from the current sample and from the 
ACL manual (N = 591 males, 588 females) were correlated; and, corresponding entries in the 
female correlation matrices from the current sample and from the ACL manual were 
correlated. This produced intermatrix correlations of .93 for males and .94 for females. It 
should be noted that this may be slightly inflated due to item overlap between scales on the 
ACL. Despite this, however, the results here suggest that the patterns of correlates in the 
correlation matrices derived from intellectually talented adolescents and those derived from 
adult samples for whom the instrument was designed are highly isomorphic. 
The same analyses were conducted using the MPQ intercorrelation matrices of the 11 
primary scales derived from the current sample and from the MPQ manual (N = 300 males. 
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500 females). This produced intermatrix correlations of .86 males and .90 for females. This 
suggests that for this instrument, too, the adolescent and adult matrices are structurally quite 
similar. This provides the first key piece of evidence suggesting that the internal structures of 
these instruments for intellectually talented young adolescents are comparable to what one 
finds in adult populations. 
Male Female Structural Comparability 
Since the remaining analyses combine male and female data, it was imperative to 
examine the structural comparability of male and female correlation matrices was examined. 
Corresponding male/female intercorrelations for the ACL were themselves correlated and 
manifested an intermatrix correlation of .95; and, for the MPQ primary scales, the intermatrix 
correlation also was .95. This suggests that, despite male/female mean differences on these 
measures, their covariance's are quite similar and, therefore, can be combined for subsequent 
structural analyses. It should be noted, however, that the correlations between the Counseling 
Readiness scale and the other ACL scales are quite different for males and females. This is 
because this scale is scored with different items for males and females and, according to 
Gough and Heilbrun (1983. p. 15), "the psychological implications of the scale are different 
for males and females." If this scale is removed fi-om the ACL intercorrelation matrix, the 
male/female intermatrix correlation increases fi-om .95 to .98. Therefore, this scale was 
removed from analyses that combine male and female data 
Exploratory Factor Analyses: MPQ 
To fiirther investigate the comparability of the MPQ internal structure for these 
adolescents and the adult populations for which they were originally designed, exploratory 
factor analyses were conducted and the factor structures obtained with gifted adolescents 
were compared to the factor structure reported in Tellegen and Waller (in press) and Church 
and Burke (1994). Principal axis factor analysis with a Varimax rotation was used in previous 
studies, so this was used here in order to allow for easier comparison of solutions. 
Using the eigenvalue greater than one criterion in conjunction with examining the 
scree plot, three or four factors were appropriate. The three factor solution, presented in 
Table 5, accounted for 43% of the total variance in the 11 MPQ scales, while the four factor 
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solution, presented in Table 6, accounted for 50% of the total variance. Although the percent 
of variance accounted for seems low, the factor solution here is accounting for approximately 
15% more of the total variance than the factor solutions reported by Tellegen and Waller, and 
about 10% more of the total variance than the factor solutions reported by Church and Burke. 
It also should be noted that the scales on the MPQ were developed to be relatively 
independent. 
The first factor in the three factor solution can be interpreted as PEM because Well 
Being, Social Potency, Social Closeness. Achievement, and Absorption all have substantial 
positive loadings. The second factor is consistent with the CON dimension in that Control, 
Harm Avoidance, and Traditionalism all have substantial positive loadings. Finally, the third 
factor corresponds to the NEM dimension, with substantial positive loadings on Stress 
Reaction and Alienation, along with moderate positive loadings on Aggression and 
Absorption. 
The four factor solution also corresponds nicely with previous factor analytic results -
particularly the solution reported by Church and Burke (1994). Specifically, the first factor 
can be interpreted as CON because has positive loadings for Control, Harm Avoidance, and 
Traditionalism, and a moderately negative loading for Aggression (consistent with Church and 
Burke's analysis). The second factor has large positive loadings for Well Being, Social 
Potency, and Social Closeness which is consistent with PEM-C reported by Church and Burke 
(and roughly with the PEM-C reported by Tellegen and Waller). The third factor appears to 
be NEM in that there are substantial positive loadings on Stress Reaction and Alienation, and 
moderate loadings on Aggression and Absorption. Finally, the fourth factor is consistent with 
PEM-A reported by Church and Burke (and roughly with the PEM-A reported by Tellegen 
and Waller) in that the primary loading is with Achievement, followed by small positive 
loadings on Well Being, Social Potency, Control, and Absorption. 
One way to document the degree of similarity between factors in different solutions is 
to compute factor congruence coefficients. Factor congruence coefficients can range fi-om 
positive to negative one and they take into account both the similarity in pattern and 
magnitude of two sets of factor loadings. Factor congruence coefficients .90 or above 
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indicate a high degree of similarity between factors, while a coeflBcient that is .95 or above 
indicates practical identity (Jensen, 1998). Comparing the three factor models, the factor 
congruence coefficients were .97 (PEM), .92 (NEM), and .90 (CON) between the factors 
reported here and the factors reported by Tellegen and Waller. The factor congruence 
coefiBcients were .78 (PEM), .89 (NEM), and .88 (CON) between the current factors and 
Church and Burke's factors. Extending this to entire solutions, congruence coefiBcients were 
.93 and .85 with Teliegen's and Church's three factor models, respectively. Turning to the 
four factor model, there is an even higher degree of isomorphism. Specifically, the 
congruence coefiBcients were .83 (PEM-A), .91 (PEM-C), .95 (NEM), and .95 (CON) with 
Teliegen's factors, and .96, .94, .91, and .97 with Church's factors. Again, scrutinizing the 
entire solutions, the congruence coefficients were .90 and .94 with Teliegen's and Church's 
four factor models, respectively. 
Collectively, this speaks to the high degree of consistency between the solutions 
presented here and those previously reported with adult samples. The three factor solution is 
practically interchangeable with Tellegen and Waller's three factor model, and the four factor 
solution is practically interchangeable with Church and Burke's four factor model and is 
highly similar to Tellegen and Waller's four factor solution. (Incidentally, the factor 
congruence coefiBcients reported here are very similar to those reported by Church and Burke 
when comparing their solutions to Tellegen and Waller's solutions.) Overall, the results of 
these exploratory factor analyses support the comparability of the MPQ internal structure for 
intellectually talented adolescents and adults for whom this instrument was initially designed. 
Insert Tables 5 & 6 about here. 
Exploratory Factor Analyses: ACL 
Turning now to the ACL, comparable analyses were conducted in that exploratory 
factor analysis was performed and compared to what was reported by Piedmont et al (1991) 
Piedmont used a principal components factor analysis with a Varimax rotation, thus, this 
method was used here. Piedmont makes a compelling argument that the inclusion of the 
Number of Adjectives Checked scale is inappropriate because the other 36 ACL scales are 
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corrected for the total number of adjectives checked and, therefore, this scale must define its 
own factor. Piedmont also excluded the Counseling Readiness scale from the factor analysis 
which, given the evidence previously presented here regarding the differences in this scale for 
males and females, has a cogent rationale. Thus, these two scales were excluded, which 
allowed for more direct comparisons of results from the current analyses with Piedmont's 
solution. 
Using the scree plot and considering the eigenvsilue greater than one criterion, a five 
factor solution was appropriate. The five factor solution, which is presented in Table 7, 
accounts for 81% of the total variance in the 35 ACL scales. The first factor is represented by 
positive loadings for Nurturance, Affiliation, Personal Adjustment, Feminine Attributes, Low 
Origence/Low Intellectance, and Intraception, along positive loadings for marking favorable 
and common adjectives a negative loading for marking unfavorable adjectives. This first 
factor corresponds very closely to what Piedmont et al. (1991) labeled as Agreeableness. In 
fact, the factor congruence coefiBcient is .99 suggesting that these two factors are 
interchangeable. The second factor, which is represented by positive loadings for Exhibition, 
Dominance, Aggression, and Free Child and negative loadings for Self-Control and 
Abasement, corresponds closely to the Extraversion factor reported by Piedmont (factor 
congruence coeflScient is .97). The third factor is demarcated by positive loadings for Ideal 
Self. Masculine Attributes, and Adult and negative loadings for Succorance and Adapted 
Child. The loadings on this factor correspond reasonably to Piedmont's Neuroticism factor 
(factor congruence coefiBcient is .85). The factor reported here, however, appears to have a 
reversed conscientiousness facet as well. The fourth factor, which is represented by positive 
loadings for Low Origence/High Intellectance, Dominance, Endurance, Achievement, and 
Military Leadership and a negative loading for High Origence/Low Intellectance, corresponds 
reasonably with Piedmont's Conscientiousness factor (factor congruence coefficient is .85). 
Finally, the fifth factor corresponds to Piedmont's Openness factor (factor congruence 
coefiBcient is .85) and is represented by positive loadings for Order and negative loadings for 
Creative Personality, High Origence/High Intellectance, and Change. When comparing the 
factor solution reported by Piedmont and the factor solution reported here, one can see that 
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they are similar (factor solution congruence coeflBcient = .90). Again, it is worth noting that, 
due to item overlap, these congruence coefBcients may be slightly inflated, however, that does 
not substantially change the conclusion that the factor solutions are relatively similar. 
Insert Table 7 about here. 
Overall, as was the case with the MPQ, the results of this exploratory factor analysis 
support the comparability of the ACL's internal structure between intellectually talented 
adolescents and adults. Another important outcome of this factor analysis is that it 
corroborates the idea that the Big Five dimensions can be reasonably recovered from the ACL 
scales. The next step is to examine the degree to which the ACL and MPQ scales follow 
theoretical expectations in how they correlate with external criteria. 
Validity of the ACL and MPQ: Examining Relationships with External Criteria 
Individual ACL and MPQ Scales 
While establishing the comparability of internal structures provides evidence regarding 
the use of these instruments for intellectually talented adolescents, the true litmus test is 
whether the scales on these instruments covary with external criteria in a manner consistent 
with theoretical expectations. It is important not only to establish relationships with variables 
one expects a given scale to covary with, but it is also important to examine relationships 
between a scale and variables with which one would expect no correlation, that is, convergent 
and discriminant validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). This can be achieved by examining 
correlations across a wide array of criteria. Appendix 3 contains correlations of each ACL 
scale with the external criteria used here; and. Appendix 4 contains the same for each MPQ 
scale. 
Though it would be tedious to meticulously go through these appendices for each 
scale on these instruments, discussion of some is necessary to demonstrate their consistency 
with theoretical expectations. Therefore, some salient correlations for a few scales will be 
presented as examples (readers may scrutinize the appendices for expected correlational 
patterns for scales not explicitly discussed here). 
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The ACL Nurturance scale covaries positively with SOV Social (fxy = 39), Strong 
Social (r^j. = .39) and all social basic interests [Teaching (.33), Social Service (.37), Medical 
Service (.23), Religious Activities (.24)], Strong Nature (.26), FES Cohesion (.31), the 
importance of having strong friendships (.32), the importance of living close to parents ( .24), 
and having children (.23), and the statements, "I take a positive attitude towards myself 
(.28), and "On the whole, I'm satisfied with myself' (.28), and it covaries negatively with the 
loneliness measure (-.42), and the statement, "I don't have much of which to be proud" (-.23). 
The MPO Social Potency scale covaries positively with SOV Political (.29), Strong 
Enterprising (.33), and corresponding enterprising basic interests [especially. Public Speaking 
(.46) and Law/Politics (.42)], the importance of being a leader in the community (.34), and the 
statements, "I take a positive attitude towards myself (.21), "I am able to do things as well as 
most other people" (.21), and "when I make plans, I am almost certain I can make them 
work" (.22), and it covaries negatively with the loneliness measure (-.27). 
Examining the ACL and MPO Aggression scales, one can see that they both covary 
positively with SOV Political (r^y = .23 and .32, respectively) and negatively with SOV Social 
(-.26 and -.33); they both covary positively with FES Conflict (.22 and .24) and negatively 
with FES Cohesion (-.20 and -.21); they both covary negatively with Strong Social (-.21 and 
-.27). The MPQ Aggression scale also covaries positively with SOV Economic (.24), Strong 
Military Activities ( 22), Athletic activities (.22), and Risk Taking'Adventure (.30), and the 
imponance of having money (.31), and it covaries negatively with many of the Strong's 
artistic and social basic interests. Examining the ACL Masculine and Feminine Attributes 
scales, one also can see that the correlational patterns reflect typical gender differences with 
the SOV and Strong (e.g., the Masculine Attributes scale covaries positively with SOV 
Theoretical, Economic, & Political, while the Feminine Attributes scale covaries positively 
with SOV Aesthetic, Social, & Religious). 
Broad ACL and MPO Dimensions 
Here, Tellegen's higher order factors were investigated to determine if the correlations 
with external criteria conformed to theoretical expectations. Additionally, the extent to which 
the Big Five factors can be derived from the ACL was examined by computing factor scores." 
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These factor scores were then correlated with the external criteria to determine the extent to 
which these constructed scales behaved as one would theoretically expect (i.e., in a manner 
consistent with the Agreeableness, Extraversion, Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, and 
Openness constructs). 
Table 8 presents the correlations between these ACL and MPQ higher order scales and 
each of the external criteria. One can see that the MPQ correlations with external criteria 
conform to theoretical expectations. PEM covaries positively with FES Cohesion (r^y = .26) 
and Active-Recreational Orientation (,31), Strong Social and Enterprising themes (.32 & .26), 
the importance of strong friendships (.31) and being a community leader (.36), and the 
statements such as, "I take a positive attitude towards myself (.42) "I feel I am a person of 
worth" (.31) "On the whole, I'm satisfied with myself (.30) and "When I make plans, I am 
almost certain I can make them work" (.33). PEM also covaries negatively with the loneliness 
measure (-.52) and with the statement, "I feel I do not have much of which to be proud of (-
.37). Examining PEM-A and PEM-C, one can see that the correlational patterns conform 
nicely to theoretical expectations. For example, the FES Achievement Orientation and 
Intellectual-Cultural Orientation and the statements, "I am able to do things as well as most 
other people" and "When I make plans, I am almost certain I can make them work" covary 
more with with PEM-A, while SOV Social, the Strong social basic interests, and the 
importance of finding the right person to marry, strong friendships, and having children covar>' 
more with PEM-C. The variables where the correlational patterns differ correspond with 
what one would expect when contrasting agentic and communal positive emotionality. 
The NEM and CON dimensions also display correlations along the lines one would 
expect. For example, NEM covaries positively with the loneliness measure (r^y = .36), FES 
Conflict (.29) and Control (.25), and the statements, "If I try to get ahead, something or 
somebody stops me" (.33), "Planning only makes a person unhappy, since plans hardly ever 
work out" (.21), and "At times think I am no good at all" (.29). NEM covaries negatively 
with FES Cohesion (-.27) and the statements, "I take a positive attitude towards myself (-
.23), "I feel I am a person of worth, on an equal plane with others" (-.20), and "On the whole, 
I'm satisfied with myself (-.27). CON covaries positively with FES Cohesion (.27), Moral-
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Religious Emphasis (.27), and Organization (.24), Strong Religious Activities (.24), and the 
importance of living near family (.27), and it covaries negatively with SOV Aesthetic (-.22), 
FES Conflict (-.20), Strong Risk Taking/Adventure (-.47), and the statements, "Good luck is 
more important than hard work for success" (-.22) and "Planning only makes a person 
unhappy, since plans hardly ever work out" (-.24). 
Insert Table 8 about here. 
Some of the Big Five factors show a reasonable amount of conformity as well. For 
example, the Agreeableness scale covaries positively with SOV Social (r^y = .38), FES 
Cohesion (.32), Strong Social (.39) and social basic interests, the importance of strong 
friendships (.32), the statements, "I take a positive attitude towards myself' (.30) and "On the 
whole, I'm satisfied with myself (.29), and it covaries negatively with the loneliness measure 
(-.45), SOV Theoretical (-.31), FES Conflict (-.21), and the statement, "I feel I do not have 
much of which to be proud of (-.27). 
There are Big Five factors, however, that do not manifest correlational patterns 
congruent with expectations. The Extraversion and Conscientiousness factors covary with 
very few criteria, which is contrary to what one would expect given this set of criteria. They 
display some salient correlations one would anticipate, however, other correlations one would 
anticipate are conspicuously absent. For example. Extraversion covaries negatively with the 
loneliness measure (r^y = -.29) and positively with the statement, "I take a positive attitude 
towards myself (.20), however, it does not covary positively with FES Cohesion (-.01), SOV 
Social (.07), Strong Social (-.02) or the associated basic interests, or the importance of strong 
fHendships (.07). Conscientiousness may covary negatively with Strong Risk 
Taking/Ad venture (-.30), however, it does not covary positively with FES Cohesion (.11), 
Organization (.05), or Control (.01). This implies that, while it is possible to interpret the 
factor solution of the ACL as corresponding to the Big Five factors, some of these factors fall 
short when examined in the context of external criteria. 
Overall, the correlations between these external criteria and the individual ACL and 
MPQ scales conform to theoretical expectations, both convergently and discriminantly, and 
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provide substantial support for the construct validity of these instruments for this special 
population. Investigation of the higher-order dimensions revealed that the MPQ dimensions 
conform more with theoretical expectations than do the Big Five dimensions derived from the 
ACL scales. This suggests that, perhaps, the Big Five dimensions are not as readily recovered 
from the ACL scales as was initially believed. 
Validity of the ACL and MPQ: Examining Relationships with Each Other 
Examining the covariation between ACL and MPQ scales with a wide array of external 
criteria has provided evidence as to the construct validity of these instruments with 
intellectually talented adolescents. Further evidence of construct validity can be derived from 
examining the relationships between the ACL and MPQ scales (i.e., each instrument using the 
other as a source of external criteria). 
Individual ACL and MPQ Scales 
Table 9 presents the zero-order correlations between the scales on these two 
instruments. Again, great detail will not be presented in the text, but rather, a few scales and 
some interesting patterns will be noted. The ACL Nurturant Parent scale, for example, 
covaries positively with Well Being, Social Closeness, and Control vs. Impulsivity, and it 
covaries negatively with Stress Reaction, Alienation, and Aggression. The ACL Deference 
scale covaries positively with Control vs. Impulsivity, Harm Avoidance, and Traditionalism, 
and it covaries negatively with Aggression and Social Potency. 
The MPQ Control v5. Impulsivity scale covaries positively with Endurance, Order, 
Deference, Self-Control, Nurturant Parent, Adult, Military Leadership, and Low 
Origence/High Intellectance, and negatively with Exhibition, Autonomy, Aggression, Change. 
Free Child, and High Origence/High Intellectance. Additionally, the two Aggression scales 
covary with each other more than other scales and the two Achievement scales are correlated 
with each other (although the MPQ Achievement scale is correlated slightly higher with the 
ACL Endurance scale). Finally, with the exception of the ACL Fligh Origence, Low 
Intellectance and the MPQ Absorption scales, each scale on the ACL and MPQ correlates at 
least .30 with a scale on the opposing instrument. 
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Insert Table 9 about here. 
Broad ACL and MPO Dimensions 
Table 9 also contains correlations of ACL and MPQ broad dimensions with each 
other, as well as with the individual scales of the other instrument. One can quickly see the 
emerging patterns of ACL scales covarying with the higher-order MPQ scales (viz., PEM, 
PEM-A, PEM-C, NEM, & CON). Those scales that are more related to extraversion, social 
interaction, and positive emotions covary positively with PEM. It is interesting to note the 
differential relationships when PEM is bifurcated into its communal and agentic facets. For 
example, PEM-A is more positively related to ACL Achievement and negatively to 
Succorance and Abasement; while, PEM-C is more positively related to ACL Nurturance, 
AflBliation, Heterosexuality, Feminine Attributes, and Nurturant Parent. 
The correlational patterns between the ACL scales and the NEM and CON higher-
order dimensions also seem to conform to what one would expect. For example, NEM 
covaries positively with checking unfavorable adjectives. Aggression, and Critical Parent and 
it covaries negatively with checking favorable adjectives, Intraception, Nurturance, Affiliation, 
Personal Adjustment, and Nurturant Parent. CON displays substantial positive correlations 
with Endurance, Order, Deference, and Self-Control, and negative correlations with scales 
such as. Exhibition. Change, and High Origence/High Intellectance. 
Examining the relationships between MPQ primary scales and the Big Five (derived 
from the ACL scales) is enlightening and further suggests that it may be the case that the Big 
Five is not easily recoverable from the ACL scales. Agreeableness is most related to Well 
Being, Social Closeness, Aggression (negatively) and Alienation (negatively) which suggests 
that there is some communal positive aflfectivity mixed into this scale. Extraversion is most 
related to Social Potency and Aggression, which helps understand why many of the communal 
aspects of Extraversion were not more pronounced in Table 8. Interestingly, Tellegen and 
Waller (in press) found Well Being and Social Closeness more related to Extraversion, while 
here they are more related to Agreeableness. Neuroticism is most related to Stress Reaction, 
somewhat to Well Being (negatively) and Absorption, which conforms to what Tellegen and 
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Waller (in press) found. Conscientiousness is most related to Control and Achievement which 
is consistent with Tellegen and Waller's findings. Finally, Openness does not conform well to 
theoretical expectations. Theoretically, the most salient correlations should be with 
Absorption, however, that is not the case. Rather, Openness is most related to the level of 
impulsivity one has, and is not related to Absorption. 
Finally, the relationship between the MPQ and the Big Five dimensions can be 
investigated. As was the case with examining the relationships between the Big Five and the 
MPQ primary scales, one must interpret these results with caution given the tenuous findings 
regarding the relationship between the Big Five dimensions and the external criteria employed 
here. The MPQ's NEM dimension relates negatively to Agreeableness; as expected, however, 
there is not a substantial relationship between NEM and Neuroticism (Church, 1994). PEM 
relates to the Big Five dimensions in some ways one would expect (i.e., it covaries with 
Extraversion) and some ways that are unexpected (i.e., the salient correlation with 
Agreeableness rather than with Conscientiousness). Finally, as expected CON was most 
related to Conscientiousness and Openness (negatively). In general, these relationships, or 
lack of relationships, seem to again suggest that the Big Five is not as readily recoverable fi-om 
the ACL scales as one might hope. 
Relationships Between the MPQ and the RIASEC Themes 
It is worth examining MPQ and the EUASEC dimensions more specifically to 
determine the extent to which relationships manifested here have been found in other contexts 
(cf Ackerman & Heggestad, 1997). Specifically. Realistic interests are most related to Harm 
Avoidance (negatively), while Investigative interests are related to Achievement and, 
somewhat. Well Being. Artistic interests are related to Absorption, while Social interests are 
related to Well Being, Social Closeness, Traditionalism, and Aggression (negatively). 
Enterprising interests are most related to Social Potency, and Conventional interests are 
lightly related to Control vs. Impulsivity, Traditionalism, and Achievement. 
Turning to the MPQ higher order dimensions, one can see that PEM is most related to 
Social and Enterprising interests, and secondarily to Investigative and Artistic interests. It is 
interesting to note that when PEM is bifurcated, PEM-C is more related to Social interests. 
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while PEM-A is more related to Investigative interests. CON is most related to Social and 
Conventional interests. Finally, MEM does not display any salient correlations with the 
RJASEC dimensions. Most of the relationships between the MPQ and the RIASEC 
dimensions conform to expectations and are consistent with other findings reported in the 
literature (cf Ackerman & Heggestad, 1996). 
Summary of Validity Analyses 
Overall, the internal and external analyses of the ACL and MPQ suggest that these 
instruments can be used appropriately with intellectually gifted adolescents as early as age 13. 
The comparability of the adolescent and adult internal structures, along with the pattern of 
correlations between these scales and a wide array of external criteria, suggest that such use is 
warranted and can help fiarther refine educational and vocational counseling, as well as 
personal counseling, for these individuals. 
Establishing the extent to which these two instruments are construct valid is extremely 
important, however, the next question that must be addressed is whether these instruments are 
providing incremental validity, across a wide array of criteria, relative to each other and 
relative to the Strong Interest Inventory. 
Examining the Overlap of Personality and Interests 
While the relationships between individual personality and interest scales have been 
scrutinized, the following examination will focus on the instruments more comprehensively 
This will be broken into two parts designed to ascertain the extent to which each instrument is 
accounting for unique, psychologically significant variance. The first part investigates the 
overlap of these instruments with each other; and, the second part investigates the amount of 
incremental validity each instrument is accounting for across the array of external criteria 
previously used in validation. 
Overlap of Instruments 
The goal here is to examine the extent to which each scale on these instruments can be 
accounted for by the scales on the other two instruments. To do this multiple correlation 
between individual scales on one instrument (e.g., the ACL) and all scales on the remaining 
two instruments (e.g., the MPQ and Strong) will be examined. The question being asked 
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here, for example, is, how much variance can the MPQ and Strong account for, separately and 
together, with respect to the ACL scales? To answer this question, multiple correlations 
between each ACL scale and the 11 MPQ scales (as a block) were computed. This was 
followed by determining the multiple correlation between each ACL scale and the 28 Strong 
(RIASEC & 22 Basic Interest) scales (as a block), and, finally, the multiple correlation 
between each ACL scale and the 39 MPQ and Strong scales together (as a block) was 
computed. The results of these analyses, for each ACL scale, are presented in Table 10. 
Insert Table 10 about here. 
This table presents the multiple correlations between each ACL scale and the other 
two instruments separately and together. For example, the multiple correlation between the 
ACL Achievement scale and the 11 MPQ scales is .52, the multiple correlation with the 28 
Strong scales is .34, and the multiple correlation with the 39 scales that comprise the MPQ 
and Strong is .56. Thus, the addition of the MPQ to the Strong increments the multiple 
correlation more than when the Strong is added to the MPQ. Across most ACL scales, the 
MPQ appears to add incremental validity after the Strong has been taken into account, while 
the Strong adds little increment to the MPQ. The Masculine and Feminine Attributes scales 
are the two scales where the Strong prevails over the MPQ. The final row of this table 
provides the average multiple correlations, which nicely illustrates the greater amount of 
overlap between the MPQ and the ACL scales, relative to the overlap of the Strong and the 
ACL scales. Furthermore, one can see that, on average, the ACL scales provide much greater 
incremental validity over and above the Strong than the reverse situation. Thus, when 
attempting to forecast ACL scales, a traditional personality instrument fares better than an 
interest instrument does. 
Table 11 provides the same analyses examining the multiple correlation between each 
MPQ scale and the 35 ACL scales (as a block), the 28 Strong scales (as a block), and the 63 
ACL and Strong scales (as a block). Across most MPQ scales, the addition of the ACL to the 
Strong scales results in greater increments in the multiple correlations. There are, however, 
some notable exceptions. The Strong has greater overlap with the Harm Avoidance and 
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Absorption scales. Recall that there were no zero-order correlations greater than .30 between 
the ACL scales and Absorption, and, this matrix also reveals only one zero-order correlation 
above .30 with Harm Avoidance. Overall, however, the ACL shows greater overlap with the 
MPQ scales when compared to the Strong's overlap. This again suggests that, perhaps, there 
is a substantive difference between personality as assessed via vocational interests and 
traditional personality instruments. 
Insert Table 11 about here. 
In sum, there appears to be a reasonable amount of overlap between measures of 
vocational interests and measures of personality, but not as much as there is between 
traditional personality instruments themselves. The question that follows, then, is whether 
these traditional personality instruments also overlap with the Strong scales to the same 
degree that they overlap with each other. If so, then this would provide evidence that 
interests are a "special case"' of personality. Table 12 provides a series of multiple correlation 
analyses to help answer this question. Specifically, Table 12 includes multiple correlations 
between each Strong scale and the 35 ACL scales (as a block), the 11 MPQ scales (as a 
block), and the 46 ACL and MPQ scales (as a block). The multiple correlations in this table 
are substantially lower than the multiple correlations between the two traditional personality 
instruments (as seen in Tables 10 and 11). The average multiple correlation between the 
Strong scales and either the MPQ or ACL is .41, compared to the average multiple correlation 
between ACL scales and the MPQ (.60) and between MPQ scales and the ACL (.57) This 
further suggests that personality and interests may be tapping into unique sources of individual 
differences. More evidence lies within Table 12 in that both the ACL and MPQ have the 
greatest multiple correlation with the Risk Taking/Ad venture scale which is more similar to 
traditional personality scales (cf Harmon et al., 1994). 
Insert Table 12 about here. 
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Incremental Validity 
Now that the empirical overlap of these three instruments has been investigated, it is 
time to examine whether each instrument is accounting for incremental variance in external 
criteria relative to the other two instruments. Table 13 presents the multiple correlation 
between a wide array of external criteria and the 35 ACL scales fas a block), the 11 MPQ 
scales (as a block), and the 28 Strong scales (as a block) in the first three colunms. The 
multiple correlations between criteria and the 46 ACL and MPQ scales (as a block), the 63 
ACL and Strong scales (as a block), and the 39 MPQ and Strong scales (as a block) are 
presented in columns four through six. Finally, the multiple correlation between criteria and 
the 74 ACL, MPQ, and Strong scales (as a block) is presented in the final column. To the 
extent that the addition of an instrument (ACL, MPQ, or Strong) increases the multiple 
correlation, one has evidence for incremental validity. That is. the instrument is accounting 
for unique, psychologically significant variance. 
Insert Table 13 about here. 
Across the external criteria, one can see that there are sets of variables that are better 
accounted for by interests or personality. For example, the Strong overlaps more with the 
scales on the SOV, and the addition of the ACL and MPQ makes little impact; while the ACL 
and MPQ both account for the FES better than the Strong does, and the addition of the 
Strong makes little impact. Additionally, the ACL and MPQ generally relate more to the 
attitudinal statements (i.e., general disposition criteria), while the Strong relates more to 
questions regarding fiiture occupational importance of learning domains, tinkering, and 
science vs. humanities course preferences (i.e., educationally/vocationally related criteria). 
Finally, the Strong and ACL seem to relate most to ability domains, and there are only minor 
increments when the MPQ is added. 
Considering Table 13 in conjunction with Tables 10, II, and 12 suggests that, in fact, 
interests and personality are overlapping yet psychologically significant, distinct individual 
difference domains. The multiple correlations of the ACL and MPQ with the scales fi-om the 
Strong indicate that these instruments are not able to account for an overwhelming amount of 
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variance in the Strong scales. Additionally, the multiple correlations examined across external 
criteria, in Table 13, provide evidence that both interest and personality assessments are 
tapping into incremental, psychologically significant sources of individual differences. In other 
words, it does not appear that interests are a subset of the broader personality domain, nor has 
the Strong increased its scope of measurement to fiilly encompass traditional personality 
instruments. 
Examining the Overlap of the ACL and MPQ Through Cross-Validation 
Though there is certainly adequate differentiation between the Strong and the two 
traditional personality instruments, the degree to which the ACL and MPQ are tapping into 
unique sources of individual differences, relative to one another, is still somewhat of an open 
question. Given the concern expressed by Dawis (1992), and others, over the last several 
decades, in regards to the ballooning number of personality instruments, this is certainly worth 
investigating in the current research. The multiple correlations are sufficient to warrant 
examining whether the redundancy between the ACL and MPQ is relevant to external criteria 
(i.e., psychologically significant). One can think of the variance in an instrument as being 
comprised of error variance and two components of reliable variance, namely, reliable 
variance that is relevant to external criteria, and reliable variance that is not. For example, the 
multiple correlation between the MPQ and an ACL scale may seem low, however, it is 
possible that the overlap is concentrated in psychologically significant variance 
This possibility was investigated by conducting a cross-validation analysis in which 
regression equations were built on a screening sample and, then, applied to an independent 
holdout sample. These forecasted scales can then be compared to the actual scales in terms of 
the comparability between scales, as well as in terms of the comparability between 
correlational profiles across external criteria. If regression-based estimates provide reliable 
and valid forecasts (commensurate with that of the instrument itself), it may be possible to 
administer only one instrument, instead of both, and regression equations could be used to 
forecast scores on the scales of the opposing instrument if desired. 
The current sample afforded a unique opportunity to investigate the robustness of 
regression equations (concurrently, predictively, and retrospectively), due to the following 
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particulars of this sample. As mentioned previously, students v^ho attend the OPPTAG 
summer school programs tend to enjoy their experience (Benbow et al., 1996), and many 
return during the following summer for further accelerative learning opportunities. Thus, this 
allows for the creation of two independent samples. A screening sample (used to develop 
regression equations) that is comprised of 638 participants who attended the OPPTAG 
summer programs once only ("nonrepeaters"); and, a holdout sample used to cross-validate 
the regression equations is comprised of 205 participants who attended the OPPTAG summer 
programs in consecutive summers and who took the ACL and MPQ at both time-points. This 
allowed for the examination of cross-validation coefiBcients concurrently within two different 
timeframes, as well as predictively and retrospectively over one-year temporal gaps (cross-
lagged). Furthermore, the test-retest reliability of the actual scales, which indicates how 
comparable two actual scales are, can be used as a baseline to examine the comparability of 
actual and forecasted scales. These analyses are illustrated in Figure 1. 
Insert Figure I about here. 
Forecasting the MPQ scales with the ACL 
Multiple regression equations using the 35 ACL scales to forecast each of the 11 MPQ 
scales were developed and are contained in Appendix 5. Following this, the 11 regression 
equations were applied to the participants in the holdout sample. This resulted in two sets of 
forecasted-MPQ scales (one based on time-1 ACL data, and one based on time-2 ACL data). 
The relationships between these two sets offorecasted-MPQ scales and the two sets of 
acrt/a/-MPQ scales were analyzed in accord with the design outline in Figure 1. Additionally, 
the forecasted-M9Q scales based on time-1 ACL data were correlated with the forecasted-
MPQ scales based on time-2 ACL data; and the actual-MPQ scales from time-1 were 
correlated with the time-2 actual-MFQ scales. This final comparison (test-retest reliability) 
serves as a very useful baseline for indicating how well each MPQ scale relates to itself over a 
one-year period of time. 
These one-year test-retest coefficients for the actital-MPQ scales are presented in 
Table 14 (first column of values). Again, these coefficients serve as a baseline against which 
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to compare the test-retest coefficients for forecasted-MPQ^ scales, and the concurrent, 
predictive, and retrospective cross-validation coefficients presented in Table 14. The 
forecasted-MPQ test-retest coefficients are slightly less stable than the actual-MPQ test-retest 
coefficients. Examining the concurrent cross-validation coefficients reveals that the ACL is 
able to forecast some of the MPQ scales quite well (e.g.. Social Closeness, Control vs. 
Impulsivity) in that the cross-validation coefficients are similar in magnitude to the actual-
MPQ test-retest coefficients; however, the ACL is quite poor at forecasting some of the other 
MPQ scales (e.g.. Alienation, Harm Avoidance, Absorption). Moving to the cross-validation 
with a one-year temporal gap, the coefficients here are slightly lower and reveal the same 
pattern that the concurrent analyses produced. These analyses suggests that there is a 
reasonable level of overlap between these two traditional personality instruments, however, 
the MPQ appears to have a few scales which are not captured well within the ACL - that is, 
they have unique variance. 
Insert Table 14 about here. 
Investigating the cross-validation coefficients is an important first step in determining 
whether the forecasted-MPQ scales function in the same manner as the actual-MPQ scales. It 
is also important to examine the extent to which actual- and forecasted-MPQ scales covary 
comparably with external criteria. As alluded to earlier, a distinction must be made between 
reliable variance that is irrelevant to external criteria and variance that is relevant. What this 
means is that it is possible for one to observe impressive cross-validation coefficients between 
two measures and discrepant external correlational profiles (McComack, 1956; Jensen, 1980, 
p. 303). This would imply that the cross-validation coefficients were driven by overlap in 
reliable variance that is irrelevant to certain aspects of important external critieria, rather than 
by overlap in psychologically significant variance. It also is possible to observe less impressive 
cross-validation coefficients and quite comparable external correlational profiles. This would 
imply that the overlap in measures was concentrated in psychologically significant variance 
rather than in irrelevant reliable variance. Given this, the cross-validation coefficients are not 
substantially lower than the test-retest reliability coefficients (which indicate how well a scale 
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relates to itself over time), therefore, it is certainly possible that the overlap is concentrated in 
psychologically significant variance and the lack of overlap simply signifies the lack of 
correspondence in reliable variance that is irrelevant to important external criteria. 
Following Schmidt et al. (under review), one can combine cross-validation 
methodology with extrinsic convergent validation methodology (Fiske, 1971) to further 
determine the comparability of actual and forecasted scales. Fiske (1971) maintains that one 
should not consider two measures conceptually equivalent or empirically interchangeable 
unless they manifest correspondent patterns in their correlational profiles; ideally across a 
wide array of external criteria both convergently and discriminantly (Campbell & Fiske. 1959; 
Lubinski & Dawis, 1992). 
To accomplish this, one simply examines the pattern of correlates generated by actual-
and forecasted-M$(^ scales across a wide array of external criteria. Specifically, each person 
in the holdout sample has four sets of MPQ scales (two actual and two forecasted). The 91 
external criteria used earlier were correlated with each MPQ scale in these four sets. The 
correlations produced were then examined, across corresponding themes, to determine the 
comparability of correlations. Following Schmidt et al. (under review), one can quantify the 
degree of symmetry in external correlational profiles by computing a correlation coefficient 
between profiles."^ That is, one basically correlates the 91 corresponding correlations in any 
two given profiles. Averaged across the 11 MPQ scales ffollowing Figure 1), the profile pairs 
correlated; actual test-retest = .81, forecasted test-retest = .85, concurrent cross-validation 
(ti) = .81, concurrent cross-validation (t2) = .80, predictive cross-validation = 74, and 
retrospective cross-validation = .77. [Appendix 6 provides the correlations between 
correlational profiles by scale for each of the six comparisons made.] Despite the modest 
cross-validation coefficients, the correlational profiles produced by actual and forecasted 
scales are relatively comparable with the largest discrepancies occurring when comparing 
actual and forecasted profiles separated by a one-year time lapse. 
Forecasting the ACL scales with the MPQ 
Multiple regression equations, displayed in Appendix 7, were developed using the 11 
MPQ primary scales to forecast each of the 35 ACL scales. These equations were applied to 
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the participants in the holdout sample to generate two sets offorecasted-scales (one 
based on time-1 MPQ data, and one based on time-2 MPQ data). As before, the relationships 
between the sets offorecasted- and actual-ACL scales were analyzed in accord with the 
design outlined in Figure I. 
The one-year test-retest of the actual-NZL scales is presented in the first column of 
values in Table 15. These test-retest coefficients serve as the baseline against which to 
compare the test-retest coeflBcients for the forecasted-NZh, and the concurrent, predictive, 
and retrospective cross-validation coefficients. As mentioned earlier, the actual-NZL test-
retest coefficients are quite comparable to the one-year test-retest reliability coefficients 
Gough and Heilbrun (1983) report in the ACL manual. The second column of values reveals 
that, on average, the forecasted-ACL test-retest coefficients are higher than the actual-ACL 
test-retest coefficients. The concurrent cross-validation coefficients are not much lower than 
the actual-ACL test-retest reliability coefficients, which suggests that these equations are 
correlating with the actual-ACL scales at comparable levels to when one considers the 
relationship between two sets of actual-ACL scales. Examining the cross-validation 
coefficients with a one-year time lag reveals that they are almost always lower. With these 
estimates, too, there are some scales that the MPQ does quite well at forecasting (e.g.. Order. 
Affiliation), while others it does not fare very well with (e.g.. Achievement, High 
Origence/Low Intellectance). Overall the cross-validation coefficients produced here are 
greater than those seen when the ACL was used to forecast the MPQ scales, however, these 
still are not overwhelming. 
Insert Table 15 about here. 
As before, investigating the cross-validation coefficients is an importtint first step, 
however, the degree to which the psychologically significant variance is captured must be 
investigated by combining cross-validation and extrinsic convergent validation. Recall that 
each person in the holdout sample has four sets of ACL scales (two actual and two 
forecasted). The 91 external criteria used earlier were correlated with each ACL scale in the 
four sets, and the correlational profiles generated by corresponding themes were examined. 
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To assess the degree of comparability between correlational profiles (i.e., correlations between 
a scale and the set of 91 external criteria), correlation coeflBcients for corresponding scales 
were computed and are displayed in Appendix 8. Averaged across the 35 ACL scales, the 
profile pairs correlated: actual test-retest = .82, forecasted test-retest = .86, concurrent cross-
validation (ti) = .86, concurrent cross-validation (ti) = .87, predictive cross-validation = 82. 
and retrospective cross-validation = 77. This suggests that much of the overlap between 
actual- and forecasted-scales is of psychological significance (otherwise, there would be 
little evidence of extrinsic convergent validity). Even in a one-year predictive design, the 
external correlational profiles of the actual- and forecasted-scales are of the same 
magnitude as the two sets of actual-kCL scales. 
As with the cross-validation coefficients, the MPQ is better at forecasting the ACL 
than the reverse case. Although, the evidence is not strong enough to suggest that these 
actual- and forecasted-/^CL scales are wholly interchangeable, there is certainly a substantial 
body of evidence suggesting that much of the ACL can be gleaned from the MPQ. 
Furthermore, closer examination of Table 13 reveals that there appears to be some 
incremental validity when one considers both the ACL and MPQ, relative to one instrument 
alone. 
The results from the preceding analyses must be tempered with an important caveat. 
The array of criteria used here is not ftilly representative of all domains which one would 
expect personality variables to covary with. Due to the nature of investigating the academic 
and vocational development of intellectually gifted students, the criteria gathered are more 
heavily weighted towards educational and occupational realms. This may influence the degree 
to which these correlational profiles are deemed comparable. Thus, with respect to the 
criteria employed here, it appears that forecasted-^CL scales account for much of the 
psychologically significant variance that the actual-ACL scales provide. As with many 
investigations, this one begs more questions than it answers. Certainly, this evidence 
regarding the overlap of the ACL and MPQ is important, however, one must wonder about 
the extent to which these findings, and, moreover, the regression equations presented here, 
hold up with other sets of criteria and in other samples. 
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Summary 
Phase-l 
The goal of the first phase of the current research was to investigate the construct 
validity of more traditional personality instruments for intellectually talented, young 
adolescents, and to ascertain the degree to which these assessments might be profitably used 
in the educational, vocational, and personal counseling for these individuals. This goal was 
accomplished in two ways. First, the internal structure of the ACL and MPQ was examined. 
The intercorrelation matrices produced by intellectually gifted adolescents were quite similar 
to those matrices reported for adult samples (cf Gough & Heilbrun, 1983; Tellegen & Waller, 
in press). Factor analysis revealed that there was a high degree of comparability between the 
solutions presented here and those based on adult samples (cf Church & Burke, 1994; 
Piedmont et al., 1991; Tellegen & Waller, in press). 
Second, the correlations between the scales on the ACL and MPQ and a set of 91 
external criteria were examined. The relationships here generally corresponded with 
theoretical expectations for both the ACL and MPQ scales, and supported the construct 
validity of these scales for intellectually gifted adolescents. Construct validity evidence also 
was found for the MPQ higher-order dimensions in that the pattern of correlates with the 
external criteria and with the ACL scales generally conformed, convergently and 
discriminantly, to a priori expectations. These findings are important in that this provides a 
substantial body of evidence suggesting that the structure of personality is sufficiently 
crystallized for these gifted, young adolescents, such that personality assessments might be 
used to help fiirther refine the counseling provided for these students at this early age. 
The first phase also involved an investigation of the degree to which the Big Five 
could be meaningfully extracted fi^om the ACL scales. A five factor solution could be 
interpreted in accord with Piedmont et al.'s (1991) conclusions that the factors represented 
the Big Five dimensions. Upon investigation of the relationships between these factors and 
the external criteria used here, however, the conclusions were much different. There were 
some correlations between the ACL scales and the external criteria (including the MPQ 
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scales) that were in accord with expectations, however, many expected relationships were 
conspicuously absent. The results here suggest that, perhaps, the Big Five dimensions are not 
readily recoverable from the ACL at the scale level. It is certainly possible that, due to item 
overlap on ACL scales, it is difiBcuIt to cleanly extract the Big Five dimensions. Further 
investigations may provide more insight into the relationship between the ACL scales and the 
Big Five dimensions. 
Phase-2 
The second phase of the current research was aimed at investigating the overlap of 
these two personality instruments and interests as represented by the Strong. Furthermore, 
this phase of the research involved determining the extent to which these three instruments 
provided incremental validity, relative to one another, in the context of 63 external criteria. 
Examining first the overlap of these instruments with each other, it was clear that, while 
personality and interests overlapped somewhat, they were distinct domains. The overlap 
between the two personality instruments was greater than the overlap between the Strong and 
either personality instrument. 
Examining the overlap in the context of a set of external criteria proved quite 
enlightening. There were sets of variables that the ACL and MPQ seemed better equipped to 
forecast, and variables that the Strong was better equipped to forecast. The Strong was better 
at forecasting educational and vocational criteria (e.g., future occupational importance of 
domains of learning, course preferences), and the ACL and MPQ added little incremental 
validity. On the other hand, the ACL and MPQ were better at forecasting attitudinal criteria 
(e.g.. attitude statements) and dispositional criteria (e.g.. FES scales), and the Strong added 
little incremental validity. The only domain where the ACL and MPQ seemed to diverge 
noticeably was in forecasting abilities, where the ACL, behaving more akin to the Strong, 
outperformed the MPQ. 
The degree of overlap between interests and personality, along with the evidence of 
incremental validity of the interests and personality relative to one another in the context of 
external criteria suggests that, in fact, these domains are overlapping, yet still somewhat 
distinct. Furthermore, each appears to provide differential information in the context of 
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certain classes of variables and is, therefore, worth assessing when providing counseling to 
intellectually talented adolescents exploring their options at an early age. 
Finally, the overlap of the two traditional personality instruments was more thoroughly 
scrutinized since it was not as clear that these were providing incremental validity relative to 
one another. To explore the possibility that the ACL and MPQ were assessing redundant 
sources of individual differences, multiple regression equations were built and cross-validated 
concurrently, predictively, and retrospectively. Beyond this, extrinsic convergent validation 
methodology was used to determine the extent to which actual and forecasted scales produced 
comparable correlational patterns across external criteria. Though the cross-validation 
coefficients were not overly impressive (they were higher for the forecasted-scales), 
there was a substantial degree of comparability between correlational profiles produced by 
forecasted scales and those produced by actual scales (again, favoring the forecasted-^CL 
scales). This suggests that the MPQ is able to account for much of the psychologically 
significant variance in the ACL scales for the criteria used here. 
Implications 
The central findings presented here have practical and theoretical implications in 
several domains. Most importantly, this provides yet another piece of evidence suggesting 
that instruments initially designed for adult populations can be extended to intellectually 
talented adolescents as early as age 13. Lubinski et al. (1995, 1996) first provided the 
evidence of the long-term stability of interests and values, followed by Schmidt et al. (under 
review) demonstrating the construct validity of these instruments for this special population. 
The generalizability of traditional psychometric tools has now been extended to the realm of 
more traditional personality assessment. It appears that differential responses on personality 
instruments relate to external criteria in psychologically meaningfiil ways. 
A point of interest for personality researchers is the following. The MPQ was able to 
account for much of the psychologically significant variance on the ACL, in the context of the 
criteria examined here. Recall that Dawis (1992) and others (Allport & Vernon, 1930; 
Goldberg, 1971; John, 1990) expressed great concern over the growing number of different 
personality instruments and the ensuing confusion; this idea of redundancy in instrumentation 
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warrants further investigation. The findings reported here suggest that, perhaps, it is not 
necessary to administer both the ACL and MPQ. The examination of the generalizability of 
the regression equations contained herein, however, must be exaunined in the context of other 
external criteria and with other samples. The current findings, coupled with those reported by 
Schmidt et al. (under review) in regards to interests and values, lends legitimacy to Dawis's 
concern over the redundancy that exists amongst instruments. 
Additionally, the current findings are important for more basic researchers attempting 
to understand the relationship between personality and interests. Overlap analyses conducted 
here suggest that the Strong is not a more specialized personality instrument: and, the Strong 
has not broadened its domain enough to encompass these more traditional, garden variety 
personality instruments. There is no doubt that these two domains overlap, however, each 
appears to offer incremental validity in the context of certain classes of variables. This is 
especially impressive when one considers that both high fidelity and broad bandwidth scales 
were employed. If only broad bandwidth scales are used, one might conclude that two 
domains are distinct, however, due to the breadth of the scales this conclusion may be 
erroneous. Recall the example fi-om Schmidt et al. (under review) presented earlier regarding 
the overlap of the Strong and SOV Religious scale. If only the broad dimensions of the 
Strong had been examined, the conclusion would have been that there was little overlap. 
Considering that the Strong has a higher fidelity scale (viz , Religious .A.ctivities) that 
corresponded with the SOV Religious scale, this conclusion would have been inaccurate. In 
other words, higher fidelity scales measuring the same domains may overlap substantially. 
The true degree of overlap between two domains, therefore, will be more accurately reflected 
if both broad bandwidth and high fidelity scales are used. 
Given that intellectually gifted individuals tend to explore career options at an earlier 
age (Kerr & Erb, 1991; Milne, 1979; Wiilings, 1986), the findings reported here have many 
practical implications. Decades of research has demonstrated the applied utility of assessing 
major ability dimensions and using this information to provide guidance for these students in 
terms of their educational and vocational planning (cf Benbow, 1992; Benbow & Lubinski, 
1996; Benbow &. Stanley, 1983). The use of abilities in isolation certainly provides important 
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information, however, it does not paint a complete picture. The findings reported here further 
augment the growing body of literature suggesting that nonintellectual assessments can be 
assessed profitably and may be useful in further refining educational and vocational counseling 
as early as age 13 for intellectually talented individujils. The use of ability and nonintellectual 
assessments may allow for greater differentiation among individuals, thereby allowing them to 
explore, at an early age, career paths they are likely to be both successful in and satisfied with 
(Dawis & Lofquist, 1984; Lofquist & Dawis, 1991). 
Achter et al. (under review) investigated the 10-year predictive and incremental 
validity of ability and preference assessments (interests and values) at age 13 in forecasting the 
content area of college degrees. They found that preferences added incremental validity to 
ability assessments in forecasting eventual college majors. The current research should come 
as good news to counselors in that it suggests that personality assessment may further refine 
student and client approaches to learning and work. Ackerman's (1996; Ackerman & 
Heggestad, 1997) recently investigated the relationships between personality, interests, and 
abilities in adult populations. Many of the same relationships have been found by Schmidt et 
al. (under review) and in the current research. Ackerman and Heggestad (1997) describe the 
relationship between abilities, personality, and interests as follows: 
... the development of personality/interest/intelligence traits proceeds along mutually causal 
lines. That is. abilities, interests, and personality develop in tandem, such that ability level 
and personality dispositions determine the probability of success in a particular task domain, 
and interests determine the motivation for attempting the task. 
The potential for the addition of personality to interests and abilities may be illustrated 
with an example. Suppose two students are quantitatively talented and have Realistic 
interests, however, they are at polar opposites on Positive Affectivity. This will certainly 
influence the degree to which they find rewards in comparable environments. While one 
student may prefer environments that involve a great deal of interpersonal contact, the other 
may find an occupation which involves a great deal of time spent alone; and, each would most 
likely find the opposing envirorunent quite aversive. Despite the fact that both are 
quantitatively talented and enjoy Realistic activities, they are likely to be drawn towards quite 
different environments in which to use their quantitative abilities and satisfy their Realistic 
interests. Needless to say, counseling these two individuals would likely entail differential 
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approaches. In accordance with Ackerman and Heggestad's (1997) description of the 
personality, interest, ability complexes, there will be a different probabilities of success 
associated with these two individuals if placed in the same environment. That is, if both 
individuals were placed in an environment with little interpersonal contact, it is likely that one 
would successful and the other would be less so. 
The concurrent use of all three domains of differential psychology has countless 
possibilities in the construction of tailored environments, which may hold importance for life­
span development. Scarr (1992, 1996; Scarr & McCartney, 1983) maintains that optimal 
development occurs by considering life-long characteristics of an individual (e.g., interests, 
abilities, and personality) and tailoring opportunities accordingly. The examination of abilities, 
interests, and personality through conventional assessment tools may allow counselors to offer 
more specific insights and suggestions to students by identifying their most salient personal 
attributes. Further, these assessments, insights, and suggestions provided to the student may 
spur greater introspection on the part of the student, which may lead to greater understanding 
of themselves and their reactions to different learning, work, and personal environments. For 
example, educators may be able to identify environments that are correspondent with an 
individual's personal characteristics and tailor learning environments accordingly and, thereby, 
allowing for more optimal development. 
Lofquist and Dawis (1991; Dawis & Lofquist. 1984) maintain that optimal learning 
and work environments result from correspondence on two broad dimensions: 1) 
correspondence between the abilities of the individual and the requirements of the 
environment (satisfactoriness), 2) correspondence between the preferences of the individual 
and the reinforcers offered by the environment (satisfaction). Lack of correspondence on 
either dimension will lead to the discontinuance of the relationship (e.g.. the individual will 
withdraw from the environment). On the other hand, if both satisfaction and satisfactoriness 
are achieved, the individual and the environment are each motivated to maintain the 
relationship. The identification of environments which are highly correspondent with an 
individual's abilities and personological characteristics (e.g.. interests, values, personality) will 
provide more optimal opportunities for the individual to learn and experience positive growth. 
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 
The current research provided evidence of the construct validity of traditional 
personality instruments for intellectually talented adolescents. Though these instrument were 
initially designed for adult populations, they can be profitably extended to these 13-year olds. 
Furthermore, both personality and vocational interests appear to provide unique information 
in the context of relevant external criteria. This suggests that, perhaps, interest, personality, 
and ability assessments can be effectively teamed in counseling young adolescents as they 
approach educational and vocational decisions. These findings also carry import for more 
basic personality research aimed at life span development more generally. Finally, it may be 
possible to derive the psychologically significant aspects of the ACL scales using the MPQ, 
however, further investigation is required to test the robustness of this generalization. 
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Table 1. Means and standard deviations of the ACL scales by gender, along with effect sizes. 
ACL Scale 
Male (N = 520) 
Mean SD 
Female (N 
Mean 
= 345) 
SD 
Male-Female 
EfiFea Size 
Number of adjectives checked 50.48 13.07 54.79 9.81 -36 
Number favorable checked 45.39 11.00 50.01 9.80 -.44 
Number unfavorable checked 52.39 11.84 48.57 9,95 ,34 
Coimnon adjectives checked 41.06 12.62 48.39 8.71 -.65 
Achievement 48.71 8.55 48.43 8.09 ,03 
Dominance 52.11 8.31 50.88 10.05 ,14 
Endurance 46.81 8.97 47.70 8.92 -10 
Order 47.40 8.91 44.44 9.97 ,32 
Intraception 45.87 10.45 49.49 8.63 -,37 
Nurturance 43.24 12.02 52.83 9.81 -86 
Affiliation 43.91 10.68 52.42 9.93 -82 
Heterosexuality- 45.48 10.82 52.65 10.11 -68 
E.\hibition 54.24 9.10 53.81 9.79 ,05 
Autonomy 54.13 8.75 50.19 9.68 .43 
Aggression 54.50 10.11 51.94 10.27 ,25 
Change 50.33 8.43 53.17 9,55 -.32 
Succorance 44.47 8.37 48.66 9,93 -46 
Abasement 45.03 9.22 48.29 10.28 -.34 
Deference 43.43 9.46 46.76 10,48 -.34 
Counseling readiness 51.90 10.54 46.95 10,33 .47 
Self-Control 43,98 9.97 43.63 11.17 .03 
Self-Confidence 51.28 9.52 50.95 10.24 .03 
Personal adjustment 46.30 10.20 50.96 9.69 -.47 
Ideal Self 53.32 8.88 49.01 9,41 .47 
Creative personalit\ 54.09 7.89 51.49 9.39 ,31 
Militarv- leadership 42.92 10.50 46.19 8.68 -.33 
Masculine attributes 60.75 10.27 44.86 7,75 1.70 
Feminine attributes 35.80 8.96 54.39 8,98 -2.07 
Critical parent 51.66 9.70 48.12 11.03 ,35 
Nurturant parent 45.39 9,81 50,19 9,63 -49 
Adult 47.17 8.89 45.40 9.35 ,19 
Free child 51.13 9.57 54.42 11,76 -31 
•Adapted child 48.95 8.75 49,99 9.67 -11 
High ongence. Low intellectance 55.86 10.66 56,84 11.26 -.09 
High origence. High intellectance 52.52 9.92 51.42 9,84 .11 
Low origence. Low intellectance 44.61 10.70 51.01 9,97 -62 
Low origence. High intellectance 49.25 8.83 45.73 8.66 .40 
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Table 2. Means and standard deviations of the MPQ scales by gender, along with effect sizes. 
Male (N = 513) Female (N = 344) Male-Female 
MPQ Scale Mean SD Mean SD EfiFect Size 
Well Being 16.18 5.82 18.10 5.30 -.34 
Social Potency 12.92 5.94 13.69 6.14 -.13 
Achievemeni 11.45 4.35 12.48 4.32 -.24 
Social Closeness 12.32 4.70 14.21 4.69 -40 
Stress Reaction 12.55 6.04 14.11 6.20 -.26 
Alienation 8.53 5.41 6.27 4.37 45 
Aggression 10.11 5.12 6.96 4.49 ,65 
Control vs. Impulsiveness 12.52 4.95 12.94 5.28 -08 
Harm Avoidance 11.91 6.39 14.40 6.49 -39 
Traditionalism 15.62 5.73 16.29 5.31 -.12 
Absorption 18.68 7.85 23.05 6.94 -58 
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Table 3. Intercorrelations of Adjective Check List scales by gender. 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
I Number of adj checked (-64) -.14 .02 -.05 .04 .05 .05 .12 -.02 -.05 -.08 -.04 ,07 
3 Number fav checked -.09 ( .73)  -.87 .67 .54 .40 .64 .44 .79 .81 .86 .56 ,04 
3 Number unfav checked .00 -.89 (.69) -.58 -.54 -.32 -.65 -.47 -.78 -.82 -.79 -.50 ,07 
4 Common adj checked .03 .76 -.70 (.58) .28 .11 .40 .30 .60 .60 .58 .25 -.15 
5 Achievement -.19 .60 -.56 .44 (.54) .69 .77 .61 .35 .27 .42 .38 .20 
6 Dominance .01 .38 -.33 .17 .67 (.69) .34 .16 .09 .14 .40 58 70 
7 Endurance -.05 .65 -.65 .50 .77 .38 (.63) .88 .57 .43 .45 22 -17 
8 Order -.05 .50 -.51 .40 .65 .24 .88 (.60) .47 .26 .25 ,04 -30 
9 Intraceplion -.06 .85 -.81 .72 .44 .13 .58 .51 (.64) .75 .61 .26 - 22 
lO Nurturance .10 .83 -.84 .66 .29 .15 45 .31 .79 (.74) .83 49 -06 
U Affiliation -.05 .86 -.80 .60 .43 .37 46 .30 .70 .83 (.75) 64 18 
12 Heterosexuality .07 .51 -.50 .23 .25 .47 .15 -.02 .29 .56 .60 (.70) 50 
13 Exhibition .10 -.15 .23 -.28 .06 .59 - 22 -.32 -.34 -.19 -.02 .39 (.64) 
l4 Autonomy .05 -.49 .54 -.43 -.07 .33 -.35 -.33 -.57 -.64 -.46 -.15 ,57 
15 Aggression .15 -.53 .58 -.46 -.04 .42 -.38 -.37 -.64 -.60 -.45 ,01 70 
16 Change -.07 .14 -.13 .13 .11 .30 -.24 -.38 -.01 .09 .19 .37 39 
17 Succorance -.06 -.42 .44 -.23 -.43 -.60 -.32 -.22 -.26 -.21 -.37 -30 - 16 
18 Abasement -.10 -.06 -.01 .11 -.34 -.74 -.07 .00 14 .14 -.09 -26 -63 
Deference -.07 .50 -.52 .50 .04 -.36 .37 .40 .59 .62 .47 .06 - 63 
20 Counseling readiness -.01 -.53 .54 -.32 .02 .05 -.11 .03 -.43 -.69 -.65 -51 10 
21 Self-Control -.01 .33 -.34 .36 .08 -.41 .42 .52 46 .34 .17 -23 -, 77 
22 Self-Confidence -.14 .64 -.58 .35 .66 .80 .40 .22 39 .42 .63 .63 45 
23 Personal adjustment -.02 .85 -.85 .62 .51 .35 .57 .44 .74 .79 .83 ,50 -17 
24 Ideal Self -09 .72 -.66 .31 .59 .50 .56 .45 .54 49 .61 49 ()8 
25 Creative personality -.26 .24 -.20 .10 .31 .38 .06 -.06 .15 .03 .17 21 ,32 
26 Military' leadership -.07 .81 -.80 .72 .68 .37 .75 .66 .74 ,63 63 ,25 -27 
27 Masculine attributes .04 08 -.07 -05 38 .64 .15 .13 -.07 -.15 .06 22 43 
28 Feminine attributes .05 61 -59 49 22 01 21 55 71 61 44 - 17 
2^J Critical parent -.04 -.56 .58 -42 08 .27 -.15 -08 -59 - 70 -58 -29 41 
30 Nurturant parent -.01 .88 -.82 .61 .50 .30 .67 .53 .79 .86 .82 46 -21 
3 1 Adult .02 .72 -.68 .53 .61 .36 .78 .75 .68 .51 55 14 -23 
32 Free cliild -.02 .30 -.27 .02 .26 .64 -.02 -.23 .05 .22 42 ,62 ,71 
33 Adapted child -.02 -.78 .75 -.50 -.66 -.55 -.69 -.58 -.64 -.56 -.67 -40 05 
34 High orig. Low intell -.12 -.03 .02 -.21 -.15 .07 -.28 -.33 -18 .00 .10 41 29 
35 High orig. High intell -.20 -.52 46 -.35 -.32 -.14 -.48 -.48 -.43 -.55 -.49 -30 ,20 
36 Low orig. Low intell -.02 .67 -.65 .48 .23 .13 .33 .23 .58 .76 .77 46 -13 
37 Low orig. High intell -.13 .40 -.43 .42 .49 11 .60 .63 .50 .22 .17 -16 -38 
Note. Male intercorrelations below diagonal (N = 520), female intercorrelations above 
diagonal (N = 345), test-retest on the diagonal in parentheses 0^ = 210) 
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Table 3 (continued). 
14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 
1 Number of adj checked -.08 .13 -.08 .01 -.04 04 .02 -.01 .01 -.10 -.01 - 22 ()5 
2 Number fav checked -.32 -.40 .00 -.53 -.25 .33 -.53 .25 .65 .85 .78 .28 .72 
3 Number unfav checked .42 .47 .05 .50 .15 -.39 .41 -.29 -.57 -.83 -.72 -.19 -.74 
4 Common adj checked -.40 -.39 -.03 -.22 .02 .43 -.13 .36 .28 .50 .32 -.01 .57 
5 Achievement .02 .15 -.03 -.51 -.45 -.05 -.50 .01 .67 .51 .60 .20 .66 
6 Dominance .44 .56 .33 -.64 -.82 -.49 -.79 -.51 .84 .40 .47 .43 .35 
7 Endurance -.34 -.29 -.42 -.37 -.14 .37 -.23 .43 .42 .57 .64 -.05 .75 
8 Order -.39 -.29 -.57 -.22 .01 .44 .01 .54 .19 .40 .49 -.15 .66 
9 Intraception -.50 -.56 -.18 -.31 .05 .50 -.16 .42 .34 .66 .55 .11 .67 
10 Nurturance -.52 -.55 -.04 -.27 .00 .51 -.31 .31 .40 .72 .52 .05 .58 
11 Affiliation -.29 -.33 .14 -.47 -.27 .28 -.58 .11 .63 .78 .63 .21 .61 
12 Heterosexnality .04 .13 .37 -.41 -.42 -.12 -.71 -.31 .68 .56 .51 .33 .29 
13 Exliibition .57 .68 .56 -.29 -.68 -.67 -.71 -.79 .59 .07 .13 .45 -.12 
14 Autonomy (.67) .73 .48 -.23 -.57 -.87 -.35 -.70 .24 -.32 -.21 .46 -.33 
15 Aggression .78 (.66) .39 -.12 -.59 -.82 -.35 -.77 .27 -.35 -.21 .23 -31 
16 Change .28 .23 (.55) -.13 -.32 -.56 -46 -.65 .32 -.03 -04 54 -19 
17 Succorance -.19 -.07 -.23 (.63) .67 .21 .64 16 -70 -51 -.56 -44 -38 
18 Abasement -.62 -.59 -27 .61 (.65) .64 .71 .54 -.67 - 22 -.34 -47 -16 
19 Deference -.85 -.81 -.35 .16 .64 (.70) .41 .80 -.26 .31 .15 -48 .35 
20 Counseling readiness .56 .49 -.10 .01 -.25 -.52 (.61) .50 -.87 -.53 -.54 -.53 -.27 
21 Self-Control -.64 -.76 -48 .14 .53 .71 -.18 (.64) -.36 .14 .12 -.46 .37 
22 Self-Confidence .04 .09 38 -.57 -.50 -.06 -.25 -.27 (.65) .63 .66 .52 .48 
23 Personal adjustment -.52 -.51 .11 -.42 -.04 .50 -.56 .27 .57 (.66) .72 .23 .64 
24 Ideal Self -.23 -.27 .10 -.52 -.28 .17 -.30 .14 .66 .61 (.60) .34 ,61 
25 Creative personality .30 .12 .49 -.44 -.38 -.31 .03 -.33 .49 .15 .39 (.54) .04 
26 Militan' leadership -.43 -.46 -.01 -.37 -.04 .45 -.28 .42 .49 .70 .55 13 (.62) 
27 Masculine attributes .43 .42 .05 -.51 -.67 -.38 .20 -36 .52 .05 .35 .26 .14 
28 Femimne attributes -.51 -.44 .07 -.03 .20 .52 -.50 .27 27 57 28 -08 46 
29 Critical parent .67 .73 -.03 .02 -.43 -.64 .69 -.49 -.09 -.57 -.33 .05 -.35 
30 Nurtiuant parent -.57 -.59 -.02 -.36 .02 .57 -56 .41 .51 .81 .66 .07 73 
31 Adult -.33 -.43 -.17 -.47 -.16 .37 -.16 .46 .43 .64 .68 .13 ,75 
32 Free child .29 .34 .58 -.42 -.55 -.37 -.24 -.60 69 .28 .41 .51 ()6 
33 Adapted child .23 .32 -.04 .63 .33 -.23 ,31 -.23 -.63 -74 -.74 -24 - 71 
34 High ong. Low intell .05 .13 .30 -.01 -.08 - 18 - 22 -31 18 .02 .15 14 -24 
35 High orig. High intell .55 .39 .27 08 -.14 - 53 .37 -41 -24 -52 -.37 .29 -46 
36 Low orig. Low intell -.50 -.48 .04 -.17 .10 .54 -.63 .26 .38 .71 38 .03 48 
37 Low orig. High intell -.29 -.36 -.32 -.20 .05 .32 .07 .44 .15 .31 .28 .04 .61 
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Table 3 (continued). 
27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 
I Number of adj checked .09 .04 .09 -.02 .04 .01 -.02 .19 -.10 -.07 .07 
2 Number fav checked .09 .51 -.52 .88 .75 .36 -.81 .00 -.50 .65 .44 
3 Number unfav checked -.06 -.50 .54 1 bo
 
-73 -.31 .78 .02 .42 -.59 -.52 
4 Common adj checked -.12 .43 -.40 .58 46 .03 -44 -.13 -.35 .49 ,37 
5 Achievement .43 .10 .14 .52 .64 .30 -.66 -.15 -.45 ,19 ,53 
6 Dominance .64 -.03 .34 .31 .34 .71 -.54 .11 -.15 .07 .15 
7 Endurance .19 .20 -.17 .70 .84 -.01 -.71 -.26 -.60 ,35 ,67 
8 Order .15 .12 -.11 .55 .77 -.24 -.58 -29 -.62 .27 .63 
9 Intraception -.10 .46 -.58 .79 .70 .08 -.66 -.14 -.41 .51 .55 
10 Nurturance -.18 65 -.67 .83 .54 .22 -.59 .02 -.45 .69 ,30 
11 AfBliation .02 .53 -.54 .80 .58 .46 -.69 .12 -.44 .70 ,26 
12 Heterose.\uality- .17 .40 -.15 .48 .23 .64 -.45 .40 -.21 ,38 -03 
13 Exhibition .43 -.11 .36 -.05 -.14 .79 -.10 .30 .18 -07 -28 
14 Autonomy .46 -.41 .62 -.48 -.JJ .43 .17 .08 .53 -44 -.32 
15 Aggression .50 -.41 .77 -.49 -.36 .42 .23 .16 .33 -44 -.27 
16 Change .03 .02 .11 -.18 -.33 .62 .11 .33 41 -.13 -44 
17 Succorance -.50 00 .04 -45 -.49 -.54 .68 -.05 .14 -21 -29 
18 Abasement -.66 .17 -.36 -.13 -.22 -.67 .42 -.09 -.04 ,00 -.06 
19 Deference -.46 .41 -.64 .47 .35 -.54 -.19 -.18 -.52 ,47 .33 
20 Coimseling readiness -.46 -.10 -.02 -.39 -.28 -.85 .54 -.28 .11 -.27 .00 
21 Self-Control -.34 .27 -.51 .37 .41 -.67 -17 -.33 -.43 .32 .39 
22 Self-Confidence .53 .17 -.01 .52 .47 .75 -.67 .15 -.24 28 .25 
23 Personal adjustment .13 40 -.50 .80 .67 .39 -.80 02 -.47 ,66 39 
24 Ideal Self .29 .23 -.33 .71 .76 .41 -.77 .10 -44 ,39 43 
25 Creative personalit\' .25 -.05 .02 .06 .06 .64 -.23 .11 34 -03 -.05 
26 Militar>^ leadership .15 .33 -.33 .73 .79 .11 -.71 -.23 -.52 ,44 64 
27 Masculine attributes (.69) -.30 .41 .05 .22 .36 -.35 07 -.09 -.15 14 
28 Feminine attributes -.16 .76) -44 46 18 ()7 -25 1.-^ - 23 43 OX 
29 Critical parent .37 -.48 (.60) -.57 -.34 .05 .32 -06 .28 -58 -.17 
30 Nurturant parent .03 .58 -.61 (.73) .79 .21 -.80 -.03 -62 .69 49 
3 1 Adult 22 .28 -.30 .72 (.63) .09 -.79 - 18 -.58 ,45 68 
32 Free child .33 .15 ,01 .19 .04 (.66) -.37 ,32 ,17 ,08 -.11 
33 Adapted child -.36 -.31 .33 -.76 -.75 -.29 (.66) .06 ,50 -48 -.56 
34 High orig. Low intell .15 .05 -.12 -.06 -.26 .35 .06 (.55) -,03 -05 -.33 
35 High orig, Higli intell -.03 -.41 .38 -.63 -.50 .08 .46 .00 (.58) -.47 -.41 
36 Low orig. Low intell -.12 .53 -.59 .70 .39 .21 -.47 -01 -,47 (.62) .19 
37 Low orig. High intell .05 .09 -.10 .36 .57 -.24 -.47 -.40 -,24 .15 (.58) 
Table 4. Intercorrelatioiis of Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire scales by gender 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
1 Well Being (.60) .30 .32 45 -.39 -.26 -.11 .04 .01 .32 .16 74 .80 .67 -.25 .14 
2 Social Poleiic) .11 (.69) .29 .32 -()4 09 .32 - 14 -.14 -.03 .28 .71 .77 .59 ,23 -.12 
3 Achievement .3.3 .25 (.61) .05 .11 08 -.07 .41 .03 .31 .23 61 .52 .15 .10 .32 
4 Social Closeness .53 .27 .14 (54) -.19 -.25 -.02 -.04 .13 .18 -.02 .66 .31 .91 -.11 12 
5 Stress Reaction -26 .01 .05 -.16 (.66) .45 .30 .01 .07 .00 .27 -.11 -.22 -.23 .74 .08 
6 Alienation -.27 .08 .05 -.26 .57 (68) .35 -01 .08 .06 .21 -t)2 -.05 -.17 .79 .07 
7 Aggression .03 .34 -.12 .01 .22 .32 (/>7) -.23 -.14 -.23 13 .10 11 .09 .73 -.19 
8 Control vs Imp .08 -.09 .42 .08 -.04 -.09 -.24 (.66) .37 .43 -.13 .09 .02 -.10 -.08 .78 
9 Harm Avoidance -.01 -.20 . 1 1  .10 .07 - 11 -.27 .41 (.76) .26 -.24 .02 -.09 .05 .04 .77 
10 Traditionalism .28 -.04 .31 .23 .14 .03 -.20 ..37 .38 (.67) .01 .30 .22 .20 -.02 .70 
11 Absorption .24 .33 .23 .09 .35 .28 .19 -.07 -.25 .02 (.63) .27 .31 .12 .28 -.17 
12 Positive Emotionality .78 .66 .61 .68 -.04 -.02 .15 .15 -.01 .31 .37 (.56) .88 .85 .09 .17 
13 Agenlic Positive Emot. .82 .76 .48 .36 - 13 -.07 .19 .05 - . 1 1  .18 .37 .88 (.64) .65 .01 .05 
14 Communal Positive Emot .74 .56 .19 .91 -.14 -.17 .16 01 -01 .23 .24 .87 .70 (.57) -.03 .06 
15 Negative Emotionality -.14 .25 .03 - 10 .74 .83 .70 -.14 -.12 .02 .38 .14 .08 .03 (.69) .03 
16 Constraint .15 -.12 .35 .19 .09 -08 -.23 .74 .81 .74 -.13 .20 .06 .11 -.06 (73) 
Note, Male intercorrelations below diagonal (N - 513), female intercorrelations above diagonal (N = 344), test-retest on the 
diagonal in parentheses (N = 208) 
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Table 5. MPQ scale factor loadings for Varimax-rotated three-factor principal axis solution. 
1 
Faaor 
2 3 h-
Well Being .75 .16 -.32 .69 
Social Potency .61 -.21 .14 .44 
Achievement .43 .42 .15 .39 
Social Closeness .51 .12 -.27 .35 
Stress Reaction -.04 .09 .70 50 
Alienation -.08 1 b
 
00
 
.73 .54 
Aggression .11 -.42 .35 .31 
Control vs. Imp .01 .68 -.01 .46 
Harm Avoidance -.10 .56 -.06 .33 
Traditionalism .22 .61 .03 .42 
Absorption .44 -.06 .36 .33 
Note. Factor loadings greater than |.40| have been bolded to make interpretation easier. 
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Table 6. MPQ scale factor loadings for Varimax-rotated four-factor principal axis solution. 
Factor 
1 2 3 4 h-
Well Being .08 .71 -.24 .25 .63 
Social Potency -.29 .50 .17 .26 .43 
Achievement .26 .20 .08 .81 .76 
Social Closeness .17 .71 -.14 -.08 .57 
Stress Reaction .13 -.09 .78 ,00 .63 
Alienation -.11 -.19 .67 .07 .50 
Aggression -.41 .07 .37 -.06 .31 
Control vs. Imp .59 -.08 -.08 .34 .47 
Harm Avoidance .65 .01 -.01 -.08 .43 
Traditionalism .58 .23 .06 .17 .42 
Absorption -.14 .31 .37 .26 .32 
Note. Factor loadings greater than |.40| have been bolded to make interpretation easier. 
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Table 7. ACL scale factor loadings for Varimax-rotated five-factor principal component 
solution. 
1 2 
Factor 
3 4 5 h-
Number favorable adj checked .87 .00 * 00 .17 .02 .93 
Number unfavorable adj checked -.83 .08 .40 -.18 -.03 .89 
Common adjectives checked .73 -.09 .02 .40 .09 .71 
Achievement .33 .39 -.49 .52 -.18 .80 
Dominance .19 .80 -.46 .14 -.05 .91 
Endurance .43 -.02 -.47 .56 -.37 .86 
Order .17 -.17 -.50 .55 -.48 .84 
Inlraception .76 -.27 -.28 .29 .07 .82 
Nurturance .94 -. 12 -.03 .00 -.05 .90 
Affiliation .92 .10 -.17 -.05 -.02 89 
Heterose-xuality- .68 .45 -.08 -.34 -.06 ,79 
Exhibition -.06 .85 -.06 -.28 .09 ,82 
Autonomy -.57 .62 -.06 .01 .33 ,82 
Aggression -.52 .79 .09 -.05 .00 91 
Change .24 .48 .15 - 22 .60 .72 
Succorance -.13 -.31 .73 -.07 -.21 .69 
Abasement .11 -.74 .46 -.03 -.11 .78 
Deference .53 -.69 .05 .09 -.32 .87 
Sclf-Control .21 -.78 -.12 .29 -.29 .84 
Self-Confidence .47 .59 -.54 .02 .08 .87 
Personal adjustment .83 .00 -.36 .06 -.04 .82 
Ideal Self .37 .07 -.81 -.03 -.03 .80 
Creative personality .05 .31 -.42 -.02 .69 .75 
Military leadership .65 -.03 -.34 .52 -.10 82 
Masculine attributes -.39 .35 -.68 -.01 -.08 .74 
Feminine attributes .79 no 38 02 -08 ^8 
Critical parent -.66 .57 .11 26 -11 85 
Nurturant parent .84 -.10 -.36 11 -.18 89 
Adult .41 -.12 -.68 .40 -19 84 
Free child .37 .70 -.20 -.28 .33 ,85 
Adapted child -.52 -.10 .72 -.21 08 .85 
High origence. Low intellectance .09 .19 -.08 -.75 -.04 .61 
High origence. High intellectance -.46 .13 .26 -.01 .68 ,76 
Low origence. Low intellectance .79 -.11 -.05 -.07 -.12 .66 
Low origence. High intellectance .10 -.23 -.47 .62 -.11 .68 
Note. Factor loadings greater than 1.40] have been bolded to make interpretation easier 
Table 8, Correlations between ACL and MPQ broad dimensions and external criteria. 
Exleriial Criteria PEM PEM-A PEM-C NEM CON Agree Extrav Neur Cons Open 
Loneliness Measure -.52 -.46 -.57 .36 .00 -.45 -.29 .24 .13 .05 
Study of Values 
Theoretical -.14 -06 -.23 .10 -.14 -.31 -OI -.25 .09 .11 
Economic -.12 -09 -.15 .14 .09 -.18 -01 -.26 .01 -.19 
Acstlictic -.t)5 oi -.02 -.11 -.22 .07 07 .24 -.09 .22 
Social .11 -oi .20 -.19 .tl5 .38 -.10 .33 -.04 .11 
Political .n 16 .15 -03 -.17 .19 -.28 -.07 -IH 
Religious 06 .02 .06 -.05 .19 .13 -09 .12 .07 -.07 
Family Environment Scale 
Cohesion .26 .27 .22 -.27 .27 .32 -.01 -.20 .11 -.03 
Expressiveness .16 .20 .15 -.19 .02 .16 .08 -.08 .04 .08 
Conflict -.06 -.04 -.09 .29 -.20 -.21 10 .24 -.08 -.01 
Independence .08 .17 .06 -.19 -.t)5 .10 .05 -.09 .10 .09 
Acliievenient Orientation .23 .20 .13 .15 .12 .04 .07 -.11 .02 -.22 
Inielleclual-Cultural Orientation ,19 .21 .14 -.16 .12 .17 .00 -03 .12 .04 
Aclive-Recrealional Orientation .31 .27 .32 -.09 .02 .23 19 -.t)8 -.03 -.10 
Moral-Religious Empliasis .15 .13 .12 .00 .27 16 -.09 -.04 .04 -.13 
Organization .17 12 .11 -.07 .24 .21 -06 -.17 .05 -.19 
Control .01 -04 -.04 .25 .t)3 -.03 .01 .05 .01 -.12 
Strong Interest Inventory 
Realistic ()4 .08 .00 .05 -.13 -.17 -.02 -.19 -.t)8 -.01 
Investigative .22 .22 .08 -.08 .01 -.02 -01 -.08 .15 .03 
Artistic .20 19 .18 -09 -.04 .21 02 .33 -.01 .15 
Social .32 .26 .31 -.15 .22 .39 -.02 .24 .00 -.13 
Enterprising .26 .25 .27 .04 .00 .04 .14 .06 -.10 -.15 
Conventional .19 17 .12 .02 .19 OI -.03 -.03 .07 -.24 
Note Correlations greater than |,20| have been bolded Sample sizes range from 790 to 880, except Loneliness measure, SOV, and 
Occupational importance items which have sample sizes of approximately 390, 530, and 550, respectively. 
' Includes only those Basic Interest Scales that aie common to the 1985 and 1994 versions of the Strong 
'' This Personal Style Scale was a Basic Interest Scale on the 1985 version of the Strong 
Table 8 (continued). 
E.xlcniiil Crileria (coiUiiuicd) 
Basic Interest Scales' 
Agricuiliirc 
Nature 
Militar>' Activities 
Alliletic Activities 
Meclianicai Activities 
Science 
Malh 
Medical Science 
Music 
Art/Drama 
Writing 
Teaching 
Social Service 
Medical Service 
Religious Activities 
Public Speaking 
Law/Politics 
Merchandising 
Sales 
Organi/ational Management 
Onice Ser\'ices 
Personal Style Scales'' 
Risk Taking/AdvenUirc 
PEM PEM-A PEM-C 
11 .10 .10 
.20 .19 .16 
,05 .OX .00 
.27 .22 .34 
-02 .02 -.08 
,08 .10 -.04 
11 . 1 1  -.02 
.26 .22 .20 
.23 .20 .21 
.14 12 .15 
.18 18 .12 
.24 .20 .21 
.25 .18 .26 
.26 .20 .23 
.13 .1.3 .15 
.35 .37 .31 
.28 .32 .23 
.21 .19 .24 
.16 14 .21 
.25 .24 .22 
.14 11 n 
.16 19 19 
NEM CON Agree Extrav Neur Cons, Open 
-.04 -,06 .11 .05 -.02 -08 -.04 
-.16 1)5 .28 -.02 .19 .03 .00 
.14 -13 -19 .06 -.17 -.07 -.07 
,04 -,04 09 .15 -.22 -.23 -.16 
.06 - 13 -.24 -.07 -.25 -.04 .01 
-.03 -,02 -12 -.08 -.17 .15 .09 
-.01 (19 -.09 -.05 -.20 .19 -.10 
-.05 (U) .12 .05 .02 .03 -.09 
-.09 02 .26 .03 .33 -.02 .06 
-.11 -05 .22 01 .33 -.03 .15 
-.08 02 .16 -.01 .33 .08 .13 
-.16 ,18 .33 -.04 ,19 .05 -.08 
-.13 12 .38 -.02 .33 -01 ,00 
-.07 ,02 .23 .02 ,07 -.02 -.13 
-13 .24 .22 -.09 ,17 .05 -.08 
.00 ,01 .04 .19 .10 01 -.06 
,03 -03 -.07 .19 01 .03 -.07 
01 03 .10 .11 .16 -.10 -.14 
08 -03 -.04 12 .03 -.15 -.15 
,04 10 .03 .09 .04 -.03 -.21 
,02 ,19 ,09 -.04 ,15 .00 -.23 
09 -.47 -,12 .23 -,17 -.30 .15 
Table 8 (continued). 
Exlcriiiil Criteria (continued) PEM PEM-A PEM-C 
I take a positive attitude towards niyseir .42 .48 .37 
Good luck more important than hard -.11 -.05 -()4 
work for succcss 
1 feel 1 am a person of worth .31 .3S .28 
Do tilings as well as others .27 .3(1 19 
If tr>' to get ahead, something or -.19 -.22 - 19 
somebod}' tries to stop me 
Planning makes people unhappy since -.19 -.18 - 11 
plans don't work out 
At limes 1 think I'm no good at all -.22 -.28 -.22 
People who accept condition happier -.09 -.14 -o:^ 
than if Ir)' to change 
On the whole, satisfied with self .30 .36 .29 
What happens lo me is own doing .19 .18 14 
When 1 make plans, 1 am almost certain .33 .37 .21 
1 can make them work 
1 do not have nuich lo be proud of -.37 -.411 -.30 
Background Data 
How importani is/arc: 
Being successful in work .16 .15 ()6 
Receiving good education ,17 16 .07 
Finding the right person to marr> 19 . 1 1  .23 
Have lots of money ,05 .07 ()6 
Have strong friendships .31 .20 .34 
Be a leader in my community .36 .34 .30 
Give children better opportunities .21 15 18 
Live close to parenls/rchuives .22 .14 .21 
Time for avocational activities 14 14 
Have children .24 n .29 
Have a FT career 14 11 (15 
NEM CON Agree Extrav Neur Cons Open 
-.23 .06 .30 .20 -.34 -.02 -.02 
.10 -.22 -.18 .08 .02 -.14 .09 
-.20 .10 .24 .11 - 18 .01 .01 
-.09 .04 .11 .14 -.22 .02 -.04 
.33 -.07 -.23 -.06 .08 .01 -.05 
.21 -.24 -.20 .02 ()8 -.17 ,11 
.29 -.06 -.14 -.12 .38 .00 -.02 
.05 .07 -.02 -.14 -.02 -.04 -1.1 
-.27 .08 .29 .08 -.25 -.01 ,00 
-.07 .0.1 .09 .00 -.09 .02 -02 
-.12 .06 .17 .12 -.18 ,06 -09 
.16 -.10 -.27 -.20 .17 -.01 ,02 
.09 ,02 .02 .12 -07 .04 -11 
-.03 11 .15 .08 -.06 .09 -11 
-.02 ,10 .19 .07 -07 -.07 -11 
.18 -,07 -.11 .14 - 10 -.12 -.08 
-.05 ,09 .32 .07 ,05 -.06 -.07 
.00 10 .20 ,18 -.09 .02 -.17 
-.04 II .18 .01 -.11 -.01 -.14 
-.0^ .27 .23 .01 -.t)8 .02 -.19 
()3 -()9 .00 ,07 -.05 -.11 .01 
-()2 15 .22 .08 -.07 - 10 - 14 
()4 .02 -.01 .07 - 12 .09 -.12 
Table 8 (continued) 
Exlcrnal Criteria (continued) PEM PEM-A PEM-C NEM CON Agree Extrav Neur Cons Open 
Future occupational importance of; 
Literature ,t)H .10 .05 -.02 .02 .06 .02 .15 -.01 -.03 
Writiiig/coniposilion .14 .15 .11 -.05 .01 .14 .06 .16 .04 .00 
Social studies .04 .08 .04 -.02 -.03 .06 .06 .15 .00 -.04 
Foreign language .06 .08 .05 .00 -.02 .06 .02 .12 -.04 -.06 
Computer science .00 .00 -.09 .13 .04 -.15 -.01 -.10 .06 -.06 
Math .07 .05 -.04 .06 .09 -.07 -.02 -.12 .15 -.16 
Physics .07 .04 -.01 .03 .00 -.09 -.04 -.09 ,05 -.07 
Chemistry .14 .12 .05 -.04 .00 .00 .00 -.05 .04 -.06 
Biology .20 .16 .15 -.10 -.02 .10 .02 -.03 -.04 -.07 
Books read in last 12 months: 
Scicnce -.06 .01 -.16 .05 -.06 -.12 -.07 -.07 .06 .11 
Plays/poetry/essays .08 .10 .02 -.06 .00 .11 .00 .10 .04 .03 
Love Stories .03 .03 .01 -.03 .09 .14 -.05 .13 .02 -.02 
Religious 01 .03 .00 .01 .14 .04 -.03 .07 ,03 .03 
Did you tinker as a young child? .0.1 .05 -.04 .14 -.09 -.15 .05 -.19 -.08 -.06 
Do you tinker now? .05 .07 -.04 .15 -.06 -.13 -.02 -.25 -.07 -.07 
Preference for science courses: ()4 .02 -.05 -.01 .06 -.02 -.05 -.21 .14 -.04 
Preference for humanities coiirscs .02 .03 .05 .00 ,07 .10 .03 .20 -.01 .03 
Ability Tests 
SAT-Verbal - 15 -.05 -.19 -.06 -.05 -.19 -.06 .06 .21 ,19 
SAT-Math - 14 - 14 -.17 -.11 .06 -.19 -.07 -.16 .16 .00 
Mechanical Comp. Test -n -.10 -.17 .05 -.11 -.24 -.08 -.23 04 .14 
Mental Rotations Test - IK -.12 - 18 .05 - 11 -.21 -.08 -.24 .03 ,12 
Ritvcn's Advanced Matrices - 12 - 12 -.14 -.06 .03 -.02 -.13 .02 .11 ,09 
Table 9 Zero-order correlations between ACL and MPQ scales (N 
WB SP Ach SC SR Ali Agg 
Niini fiiv adj clicck .50 .01 .24 .38 -.34 -.33 -.36 
Niiiii unfav adj clicck -.48 .01 -.26 -.34 .27 .27 .33 
Coinm adj clieck .34 -.10 .23 .28 -.09 -.25 -.35 
Achievement .28 .21 .39 16 -.20 - . 1 1  -02 
Dominance .31 .48 .22 .25 -.29 -.09 .21 
Endiirancc .26 .02 .44 11 -.20 -.12 -20 
Order .O'J -.05 .37 -.02 -.13 -.04 -14 
Intraception .37 -.15 .19 26 -.23 -.27 -.43 
Nurturance .46 -.03 .18 .45 -.16 -.30 -.43 
AfTiliation .54 .08 .18 .48 -.30 -.34 -.33 
Hetcrosexuality .47 .31 .11 .54 -.17 -.24 -.06 
Exhibition .17 .54 -.02 .26 -.11 .01 .33 
Autonomy -.18 .29 -.12 -.19 -.02 .18 .41 
Aggression -.15 .44 -.04 -.05 .11 .18 .47 
Cliange .1.3 .22 -07 .20 -.04 -.09 ,07 
Succorance -.29 -.22 -.10 -.03 .46 .11 -.12 
Abascmeiil - 22 -.45 -.08 -.08 .33 .1)2 -.34 
Deference .14 -.38 .09 13 .01 -.15 -.44 
Self-Conlrol -.01 -.44 .15 -.12 .03 -.04 -.38 
Self-Confidence .46 .35 .20 .38 -.39 -.23 .02 
Personal adjustment .51 .04 .22 .40 -.31 -.28 -28 
Ideal Self .36 14 .18 .18 -.44 -.19 -.t)5 
Creative personality .18 16 -.06 (>2 -.32 -.12 .11 
Military leadership .33 -.03 .31 .21 -.24 -.26 -.30 
Masculine attributes .01 .22 -.01 -.08 -.25 .10 .41 
Feminine attributes .32 .00 .16 .36 .08 -.25 -.37 
Critical parent -.30 .27 01 -.24 .18 .23 .41 
Nurtiirant parent .46 -.02 .24 .37 -.33 -.31 -.37 
Nolc. Corrclalions .10 or higher boldcd. 
HA Trad Abs PEM PEM-A PEM-C NEM CON 
.17 ,27 01 .37 .31 .38 -.41 .29 
.10 -.28 -.06 -.36 -.30 -.35 .34 -.24 
.19 ,29 .05 ,25 ,16 ,24 -.28 .30 
.08 .19 -.05 .35 .34 ,22 -.10 .24 
11 -.03 .01 .44 .46 .38 -.02 -.07 
19 .31 -06 ,28 .23 ,12 -.20 .43 
21 .29 -.15 ,12 .09 -04 -.12 .46 
.21 .27 0! ,21 .15 ,22 -.39 .33 
19 .29 .11 .36 .24 .42 -.36 .26 
.11 .24 08 .43 .35 .49 -.38 .19 
.02 .05 14 .50 .41 .59 -.16 -.03 
.20 -.22 .t)9 ,35 .38 .39 .14 -.30 
.26 -.34 .05 -,06 .06 -,09 .25 -.38 
.22 -.29 .05 ,09 .15 ,06 .34 -.33 
23 -.25 .17 .17 .16 ,24 -.02 -.38 
.18 .04 .t)6 -.21 -.33 -,16 .16 .11 
.22 .14 -.01 -.29 -.40 -,25 -.04 .21 
.32 .38 -.08 -.02 -.13 .01 -.26 .46 
.27 .35 -11 - 16 -.21 -.23 -.19 .46 
.06 .07 -03 .47 .47 .48 -.20 .00 
.16 .27 -01 .39 .33 .41 -.34 .27 
.03 .12 -.JO .28 .32 .25 -.25 .12 
20 -.21 .03 .09 20 .11 - 13 -.28 
.18 .28 -05 .26 .22 .20 -.32 .34 
.18 -10 -.20 ,05 14 01 14 -.13 
.23 .18 .21 ,29 18 .33 -.23 .21 
- . 1 1  -.22 -02 -08 -.1)1 -.17 .35 -.18 
20 .29 -04 .34 .26 .35 -.40 .33 
Table 9 (continued). 
WB SP Ach SC SR All Agg Cont HA Trad Abs PEM PEM-A PEM-C NEM CON 
Adult .30 -.02 .29 .11 -.38 -21 -.22 .48 ,16 .27 -.16 .21 .21 .12 -.32 .37 
Free cliild .40 .44 .04 .38 -.30 -.17 .11 -.34 -.21 -.14 .14 .44 .46 .50 -.11 -.30 
Adapted cliild -.42 -.10 -.11 -.21 .45 20 .14 -.31 -.05 -.18 ,06 -.33 -.35 -.27 .30 -.21 
Hi orig, Lo intcll .09 .21 - .15 .20 -04 -()4 .17 -.28 -.18 -.14 .06 .1.1 .11 .24 .05 -.25 
Hi orig, Hi iiUcll -.27 -.03 -.27 -.27 12 n .17 -.38 -.21 -.35 .10 -.29 -.19 -.25 ,15 -.39 
Lo orig, Lo intcll .41 -.04 .10 .38 -IK -.24 -.31 .20 .20 .26 .01 .29 .20 .36 -.29 .27 
Lo orig, Hi intell .09 -.17 .22 -.11 -.20 -.10 -.18 .40 .15 .22 -.18 -.01 .01 -.13 -.21 .32 
Agrecablencss .51 .02 .20 .49 -.18 -.33 -.41 .17 .18 .26 12 .41 .30 .47 -.37 .24 
Extraversion .17 .57 .12 ,25 -.06 .00 .33 -.28 -.16 -.18 ,12 .39 .41 .38 .16 -.24 
Neuroticisni -.21 -.()« -.10 .0.1 .49 .08 -.11 -.18 .11 -.05 .21 -.11 -.21 -.05 .16 -.04 
Conscientiousness -.08 -.12 .30 -.19 .06 .00 -.16 .38 ,19 .16 -.04 -.04 -.05 -.22 -.05 .31 
Openness .01 -.10 -.22 - 12 -.14 -.08 -.04 -.36 -.21 -.27 .11 -.16 -.06 -.09 -.11 -.37 
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Table 10. Multiple correlation of the MPQ and Strong with individual ACL scales. 
Multiple R 
MPQ scales Strong scales MPQ & Strong scales 
Number favorable checked .66 .42 69 
Number unfavorable checked .62 .36 .63 
Common adjectives checked .54 .42 ,58 
Achievement .52 .34 ,56 
Dominance .61 .40 ,64 
Endurance .64 .42 68 
Order .64 ,47 ,69 
Intraception .62 .43 ,64 
Numirance .68 .54 ,72 
Affiliation .67 .50 ,72 
Heterosexualitv- .62 .49 ,68 
Exhibition .66 .42 ,68 
Autonomy .59 .48 ,64 
Aggression .66 .44 ,68 
Change .53 .47 58 
Succorance .57 .36 ,61 
Abasement .64 42 ,67 
Deference .67 .52 ,71 
Self-Conirol .69 49 ,72 
Self-Cotifxdence .62 ,38 65 
Personal adjustment .63 .41 ,68 
Ideal Self .57 30 60 
Creative personalitv" .46 ,38 .53 
Militar\- leadership .57 38 ,60 
Masculine attributes .59 ,66 72 
Feminine attributes .61 66 .73 
Critical parent .61 ,44 ,65 
Nunurant parent .67 ,47 ,71 
Adult .65 ,40 ,67 
Free child .68 ,44 ,71 
Adapted child .63 ,32 ,66 
High origence. Low intellectance .40 ,44 ,51 
High origence. High intellectance .52 .53 ,64 
Low origence. Low intellectance .57 .47 ,64 
Low origence. High intellectance .52 .40 ,57 
Mean .60 .44 .65 
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Table 11. Multiple correlation of the ACL and Strong with individual MPQ scales. 
ACL scales 
Multiple R 
Strong scales ACL.& Strong scales 
Well Being .63 .42 ,69 
Social Potencv" .63 .55 .74 
Achievement .53 .45 .63 
Social Closeness .63 .48 .66 
Stress Reaction .64 .28 .65 
Alienation .44 .31 ,49 
Aggression 61 ,50 66 
Control vs. Impulsivitv" ,69 ,49 ,73 
Harm Avoidance 48 ,63 66 
Traditionalism ,52 ,54 64 
Absorption ,44 ,50 ,57 
Mean .57 .47 .65 
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Table 12. Multiple correlation of the ACL and MPQ with individual Strong scales. 
ACL scales 
Multiple R 
MPQ scales ACL & MPQ scales 
General Occupatioaal Themes 
Realistic .44 .35 .51 
Investigative .31 .38 .50 
Artistic .55 .54 .65 
Social .54 .49 .61 
Enterprising .30 .37 .43 
Conventional .32 .28 .41 
Basic Interest Scales * 
Agriculture .31 .35 .43 
Nature .42 .41 .51 
Military Actixnties .41 .35 .49 
Athletic Activities .53 .47 .60 
Mechanical Activities .50 .33 .54 
Science .37 34 49 
Math .41 -J J 48 
Medical Science .27 .33 41 
Music .54 .54 63 
Art/Drama .55 .50 .62 
Writing .54 .51 .63 
Teaching .47 .43 53 
Social Service .56 48 .61 
Medical Service .35 .31 .41 
Religious Activities .40 .49 .57 
Public Speaking .34 .51 .58 
Law/Politics .33 .45 54 
Merchandising .33 .36 .44 
Sales .30 .33 .40 
Organizational Management .30 ,36 .44 
Office Services .34 ,29 .40 
Personal Style Scales'' 
Risk Taking/Adventure .57 63 .71 
IVIean .41 .41 .52 
' Includes only those Basic Interest Scales that are common to the 1985 and 1994 versions of 
the Strong. 
'' This Personal Style Scale was a Basic Interest Scale on the 1985 version of the Strong. 
Table 13, Incremenlal validity of ACL, MPQ, and Strong relative to one another in predicting external criteria. 
Multiple R 
Exlcrnal Criteria ACL MPQ Strong ACL & MPQ ACL & Strong MPQ & Strong ACL, MPQ, & 
scales scales scales scales scales scales Strou); scales 
Loneliness Measure , , !«  34 ,33 46 .50 .46 .56 
Study of Values 
Tlieorclical .5t ,39 .71 ,57 .75 .72 .76 
Economic .49 47 .71 ,58 .75 .74 .77 
Aestlietic .52 ,49 .80 62 .83 .82 .84 
Social .58 51 .65 ,62 .72 .71 ,75 
Political .51 .46 .73 59 .77 .75 ,79 
Religious .38 .45 .76 .56 .79 .78 81 
Family Environment Scale 
Cohesion .44 .48 .32 53 .49 .52 ,56 
Expressiveness .32 .28 .22 ,37 .38 .35 .41 
Conflict .38 3'J .27 .45 .45 .46 .51 
Independence ,27 .29 ,24 .35 ,34 ,36 .41 
Achievement Orientation .34 .32 ,31 .40 42 .43 A1 
Iniellectual-CiiUural Orientation ,32 34 39 42 .47 44 50 
Acli\c-Recrcational Orienlation ,38 ,35 ,40 43 .48 47 51 
Moral-Religious Emphasis ,31 ,51) ,57 .55 .60 .64 .66 
Organization 3'J 38 ,27 45 .42 .44 ,48 
Control ,23 29 ,25 36 .33 .37 42 
Attitudinal Statements 
1 take a positive attitude towards niyself ,56 ,60 ,33 66 .60 .63 ,67 
Good hick more important than hard ,33 ,32 30 40 .41 39 .45 
work for success 
1 feel 1 am a person of wonh 41 44 ,33 50 .48 49 .53 
Do things as well as others .38 35 28 43 46 41 48 
Table 13 (continued). 
Exlcniiil Criteria (com ) ACL 
scales 
MPO 
scales 
Strong 
scales 
When tr)' to get ahead, something or .35 .44 30 
somebody stops mc 
Planning makes people nnhappy since .35 ,40 .32 
plans don't work out 
At times think I'm no good at all .49 ,54 28 
People who accept their condition .2H ,25 21 
happier than ir tr>' to change 
On the whole, I'm satisfied with self .49 ,51 29 
What happens to mc is own doing .24 ,23 22 
When 1 make plans, 1 am almost certain .37 ,44 29 
1 can make them work 
I do not have much to be proud of .43 .46 29 
Background Data 
How important is/arc: 
Being succcssful in work .28 .26 .28 
Receiving good education .29 .27 24 
Finding the right person to marry .37 .29 31 
Have lots of money .35 ,36 ,44 
Have strong friendships .40 .38 .30 
Be a leader in my community .41 .40 43 
Gi\'c children better opportunities .35 .26 .29 
Live close to parents/relatives .39 .35 33 
Time for avocational activities .24 .20 .26 
Have children 41 .35 41 
Have a FT career 29 .26 28 
Mnltiple R 
ACL&MPQ ACL & Strong MPO& Strong ACL, MPQ, & 
scales scalcs scales Strong scales 
.49 
.43 
.42 
4.3 
.47 
44 
.59 
.35 
,53 
M 
58 
.31) 
57 
.31 
.49 
.52 
.33 
.44 
54 
31 
4K 
52 .4« .49 
.34 
.35 
.42 
.42 
.46 
.49 
,39 
,44 
,31) 
.45 
.35 
.36 
.36 
,45 
.49 
,45 
.52 
.41 
.45 
.33 
.51 
.36 
.36 
31 
,37 
49 
.42 
.50 
.37 
.42 
.29 
47 
36 
.41 
.39 
.47 
.52 
.49 
.56 
.44 
,48 
,36 
.53 
.40 
Table 13 (continued). 
Multiple R 
External Criteria (cont.) ACl. MPQ Strong ACL & MPQ ACL & Strong MPQ & Strong ACL, MPQ, & 
scales scales scales scalcs scales scales Strong scalcs 
Future occupational importance of; 
Literature .32 .29 .41 .19 .47 .44 .49 
Writing/composition ..15 .17 .45 .44 50 .50 .54 
Social studies ..•J5 .24 .40 .40 .49 .41 .52 
Foreign language .11 .27 11 .19 .41 .17 .45 
Computer scicnce M .26 .41 .41 51 .47 .51 
Math .42 .10 .54 .46 .62 .56 .61 
Physics .11 .24 .57 .18 61 .59 .62 
Chemistrj' .21 .25 .54 .14 .57 .56 .59 
Biology 24 .11 .56 .17 .59 .60 .62 
Books read in last 12 months: 
Science .10 .27 .12 .16 .40 .17 .41 
Plays/poetr>7essays .11 .26 15 .17 .42 .18 ,44 
Love Stories 14 .22 11 .16 .40 .15 .42 
Religious 22 .22 .12 .11 .17 .15 .41 
Did you tinker as a young child? .16 .25 .19 .40 46 .41 .49 
Do you linker now'.' 41 .12 59 .49 .64 .64 .67 
Preference for science courscs: 16 .14 .51 .41 .57 .54 .58 
Preference for hiuuanities courses .16 .12 50 41 51 .52 .56 
Ability Tests 
SAT-Verbal ,60 .10 51 .64 .74 .57 .75 
SAT-Math 49 .29 57 56 .70 .61 .75 
Mechanical Conip. Test 45 11 52 49 59 .51 .60 
Mental Rotations Test 41 .11 44 45 .50 48 .52 
Raven's Advanced Matrices 27 .24 11 .11 .40 .19 .44 
Mean .37 .34 .40 .45 .50 .48 .54 
Table 14. Test-retest of the MPQ and cross-valitlation analyses of the ACL forecasting MPQ scales. 
One-Year MPQ Cross-Viilidation Analyses 
Tesl-Rclcst 
Theme Aclnal Forecasted Concurrent Concurrent Prcdiclive Retrospective 
Ui) ( I 2 )  (ti lot.) 02 tot,) 
Well Being .60 .66 .62 ,52 .47 .50 
Social Potency .69 65 .57 ,51 .41 .51 
Achievemenl .61 .46 .47 ,45 .28 .42 
Social Closeness .55 .70 .68 ,55 .45 .55 
Stress Reaction .66 .62 .59 ,59 .47 .52 
Alienation .6X .59 .19 48 .43 .37 
Aggression .67 6.1 .54 ,58 .41 ,52 
Control vs. Imp .66 .64 ,67 .65 .53 .49 
Harm Avoidance .76 64 .36 .49 .41 .34 
Traditionalism 67 50 ,41 .48 .35 .34 
Absorption .50 ,10 .14 .12 .27 
Mean .65 .60 .51 .51 .42 .44 
Note. Figure 1 diagrams the analyses reported in these six columns. 
Table 15 Test-retest of the ACL and cross-validation analyses of the MPQ forecasting ACL scales 
Oiic-Ycar ACL Cross-Validalion Analyses 
Tesl-Retcsl 
Tlicmc Acuial Forecasted Concurrent Concurrenl Predictive {l| Retrospeclive 
(li) (I:) to tj) («2lOt , )  
Nuin fav chcck ,7.1 ,65 ,67 60 ,54 .55 
Nuiii uiifav clieck .6'J ,62 ,65 .54 .50 .50 
Conini adj check .57 ,61 ,59 .52 ,44 ,46 
Acliicveinciil .55 68 ,44 .46 .42 .11 
Dominance .69 ,70 ,51 .55 ,51 .42 
Endurance .6.1 .68 .61 .62 .51 .46 
Order ,58 ,69 .64 .62 .55 .46 
Intraccptioii .64 ,65 .67 54 .52 .50 
Nurturancc ,74 ,62 .69 ,61 .55 .56 
Arniiation ,75 ,62 .69 .67 .60 ,60 
Hcterosexuaiity ,70 .60 .66 ,60 .56 .52 
Exhibition .6.1 ,71 66 .57 .56 ,42 
Antononiy .67 ,69 .55 .59 .52 .41 
Aggression .65 ,69 .66 .61 .57 .46 
Change .54 ,67 .49 .51 .41 .15 
Succorance .61 68 .57 ,51 ,44 .50 
Abasenienl .65 71 .56 ,59 ,52 .44 
Dcfcrencc .69 70 6H ,66 ,55 .51 
Self-Control .64 ,71 .69 .64 58 .46 
Sclf-ConFidcncc .64 68 .57 .61 ,49 .49 
Personal adj .66 ,64 .68 .56 .51 ,56 
Ideal Self .60 ,67 .51 51 ,49 ,40 
Creative personal .54 ,71 ,50 .48 ,41 ,45 
Mililar) lead ,62 67 ,58 .55 51 .41 
Note Figure 1 diagrams the analyses reported in these six columns 
Table 15 (continued). 
One-Year ACL Cross-Validalion Analyses 
Test-Rctest 
Theme Actual Forecasted Concurrent 
(ti) 
Concurrent 
0:) 
Predictive (t| 
to ti) 
Retrospective 
(l2 tot,) 
Masculine atlrib .70 .66 .49 .55 .51 .45 
Feminine attrib .76 61 .64 .62 .55 .57 
Critical parent .61 .64 .56 56 .50 .39 
Nurturant parent .7.1 66 .67 .65 .57 .52 
Adult ,6.1 68 .63 .63 .56 .45 
Free child .66 .68 .65 .67 .58 .51 
Adapted child .66 .66 .65 .57 .53 .49 
Hi orig, Lo intell 54 .66 .42 .44 35 .29 
Hi orig, Hi inlell .58 .71 .54 .57 .48 .44 
Lo orig, Lo intell .62 64 .62 .59 53 .57 
Lo orig. Hi intell .58 69 .54 46 .48 ,34 
Mean .64 .67 .6« .57 .51 .46 
Tiine-1 Tiine-2 
Forecasted lest-relest 
(one-year) ^ Forecasted 
Scales 
Forecasted 
Scales 
retrospective 
(one-year) 
concurrent concurrent 
Actual 
Scalcs 
Actual 
Scalcs Actual lest-reiesl (one-year) 
predictive 
(one-year) 
Figure 1. Cross-validation analyses 
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APPENDIX 1 
BACKGROUND QUESTIONS USED AS EXTERNAL CRITERIA 
Attitudinal Statements - How do you feel about each of the following statements? {I = Strongly disagree. 2 = 
Disagree, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree. 4 = Agree. 5 = Strongly Agree) 
> [ take a positive attitude towards myself 
> Good luck is more important than hard work for success 
> I feel I am a person of worth, on an equal plane with others 
> [ am able to do things as well as most other people 
> Every time I try to get ahead, something or somebody stops me 
> Planning only makes a person unhappy, since plans hardly ever work out 
> At times think 1 am no good at all 
> People who accept their condition happier than those who try to change things 
> On the whole. I'm satisfied with myself 
> What happens to me is own doing 
> When I make plans, I am almost certain I can make them work 
> I feel I do not have much of which to be proud of 
How important are each of the following in your life? 
> Being successfiil in my line of work 
> Receiving good education 
> Finding the right person to marry 
> Have lots of money 
Having strong fhendships 
> Bemg a leader in my community 
> Being able to give my children better opportunities than I've had 
> Living close to parents and relatives 
> Having leisure time to enjoy avocational activities 
> Having children 
> Having a full-time career 
When you think about your future occupation, how important do you think skills in each of the following area 
will be? 
> Math 
> Biology 
> Chemistry 
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> Physics 
> Reading & Literanire 
> Writing/Composition 
> Social Studies 
> Foreign Languages 
> Computer Science 
How many books/magazines have you read in each of the following groups (not including those required for 
school) in the past 12 months? 
> Science (includes fiction & nonfiction) 
> Plays, poetry, essays, literary criticism, or classics 
> Love Stories 
> Religious books or magazines 
Miscellaneous questions; 
> To what e.\tent were you involved with "tinkering" with equipment mechanical gadgets, or 
construction games as a yoimg child? 
> To what e.\tent are you involved with "tinkering" now? 
> List your three favorite courses in school 
Note, these were categorized into sciences-related (e.g.. math, physical science) or humanities-related 
(e.g.. english. foreign language), weighted according to preference (i.e.. first favorite = 3. second favorite 
= 2, third favorite = I), and then added together so that scores could range between 0 (e.g.. no favorite 
courses were sciences-related) and 6 (e.g.. all favorite courses were sciences-related). 
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APPENDIX 2 
LONELINESS MEASURE ITEMS 
Part I: Questions 
Directions: 
In answering the next set of questions, please think about your current relationships with your 
friends. 
Response Options: 
No = Does not describe your relationship 
Sometimes = Describes your relationships a little 
Yes = Acciuately describes your relationship with your friends 
hems: 
> Are there friends you can depend on to help you if you really need it? (r) 
> Do you feel you could not turn to your friends for guidance in times of stress? 
> Are there friends who enjoy the same social activiues that you do? (r) 
> Do you feel personally responsible for the Well Being of your friends? (r) 
> Do you feel your friends do not respect your skills and abilities? 
> If something went wrong, do you feel that none of your friends would come to your assistance? 
> Do your relationships with your friends provide you with a sense of emotional security and Well 
Being? (r) 
> Do you feel your competence and skills are recognized by your friends? (r) 
> Do you feel none of your friends share your interests and concerns ' 
> Do you feel none of your friends really rely on you for their Well Bemg? 
> Is there a trustworthy friend you could tiun to for advice if you were having problems? (r) 
> Do you feel you lack emotional closeness with yoiu" friends? 
Note. An "(r)" following an item means it is reverse scored. 
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Part O: Statements 
Response Options'. 
Never = "I have never felt this way" 
Rarely = "I have felt this way rarely" 
Sometimes = "I have felt this way sometimes" 
Often = "I have felt this way often" 
Items: 
> I feel in tune with the people around me. (r) 
> I lack companionship. 
> There is no one I can turn to. 
> I do not feel alone, (r) 
> I feel part of a group of friends, (r) 
> I have a lot in common with the people around me. (r) 
> 1 am no longer close to anyone. 
> My interests and ideas are not shared by those around me. 
> [ am an outgoing person, (r) 
> There are people 1 feel close to. (r) 
> I feel left out. 
> My social relationships are superficial. 
> No one really knows me well. 
> I feel isolated from others. 
> I can find companionship when I want it. (r) 
There are people who really understand me. (r) 
> I am unhappy being so witlidrawn. 
> People are around me but not with me. 
> There are people I can talk to. (r) 
> There are people 1 can turn to. (r) 
Note. An "(r)" following an item means it is reverse scored. 
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APPENDIX 3 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ACL SCALES AND EXTERNAL CRITERL^ 
External Criteria Fav Unfav Com Ach Dom End Ord Int Nur Aff Het Exh 
Loneliness Measure -.48 .42 -.26 -.28 -.40 -.27 -.10 -.30 -.42 -.53 -.50 -.28 
Study of Values 
Theoretical -.14 .15 -.17 .09 .07 -.02 .09 -.11 -.31 -.28 -.25 00 
Economic -.02 .06 -.12 .14 10 .10 .18 -09 -16 -.12 -12 -01 
Aesthetic -.06 .05 -.02 -.17 -.08 -.17 -.23 -.05 .01 .00 11 .07 
Social .18 -.20 .27 -.14 -.17 -.07 -.16 .22 .39 .28 .21 - 11 
Political 1 b
 
.07 -.15 .17 .25 .08 .11 -.15 -16 -.07 .00 .16 
Religious .05 -.09 .13 -.04 -.10 .07 .04 .12 .16 .12 .03 -.07 
Family Environment Scale 
Cohesion .38 1* .30 .23 .16 .31 .22 .33 .31 .34 .20 -.01 
Expressiveness .17 -.15 .13 .09 .12 .08 .03 .14 .14 .18 16 09 
Conflict -.29 .27 -.19 -.18 1 b
 
-.26 -.23 -.27 -.21 -.23 -09 .06 
Independence .14 -.13 .12 .10 .10 .11 .05 .14 .10 .10 .06 04 
Achievement Orientation .06 -.08 .05 .18 .13 .16 .17 .03 .04 .05 .09 .03 
Intell-Cultural Orient .18 -.17 .19 .12 .06 .13 .10 .19 .14 .17 08 -03 
Active-Recreational .23 -.20 .16 .22 .25 .16 .06 .12 .19 .27 .26 .15 
Orientation 
Moral-Religious Emphasis .15 -.18 .15 .07 -.02 .16 .15 .17 18 .16 08 -09 
Orgaruzation .25 -.24 .19 .20 .08 .29 .28 .22 19 .22 .11 -.08 
Control -.06 .03 -.04 .00 -.01 .03 .03 -.05 -.02 -03 -02 -01 
Stronj; Interest Inventory 
Realistic -.10 .03 -.14 -.02 .05 -.04 -01 -.10 -.12 -.14 -10 01 
Investigative .04 -.06 .05 .09 .06 .09 .09 .07 .00 -.03 -08 -03 
Artistic .05 -.05 .11 -.12 -.12 -.08 -.18 .08 .19 14 .12 .03 
Social .23 -.22 .26 .01 -.05 .11 .00 .23 .39 .33 .22 -.05 
Enterprising -.02 .00 -.04 .00 .10 -.03 -.04 -08 .03 .06 .11 .13 
Conventional .02 -.03 .01 .09 .03 .13 .15 .03 .02 01 -04 -05 
Basic Interest Scales' 
Agriculture .07 -.11 .03 .03 .07 .03 -.04 .02 .12 .13 .13 03 
Natiu-e .17 -.17 .18 .02 -.05 .08 -.04 .13 .26 .24 .14 -.05 
Military Activities -.11 .08 -.16 .01 .09 -.05 -.02 -.15 -18 -13 -.08 ()5 
Athletic Activities .12 -.13 .02 .12 .24 .06 .02 .01 .11 .15 .24 .17 
Mechanical ActiN-ities -.12 .05 -.16 -.01 .03 -.03 .05 -.10 -.18 -.20 -.17 -.02 
Science -.02 -.02 .00 .07 .02 .06 .10 .04 -.09 -.12 -.18 -.07 
Math .04 -.03 .02 .16 .08 .17 .23 .07 -.07 -.08 -12 -.07 
Medical Science .08 -08 .08 .07 .08 .07 .03 .06 .11 .11 .09 .03 
Music .08 -08 .14 -.08 -.10 -.04 -14 .11 .23 .19 17 .02 
Note. Correlations greater than |.20| have been bolded. 
Includes only those Basic Interest Scales that are conunon to the 1985 and 1994 versions of 
the Strong. 
*' This Personal Style Scale was a Basic Interest Scale on the 1985 version of the Strong. 
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External Criteria (cont) Fav Unfav Com Ach Dom End Ord Int Nur .Aff Het E.\h 
Art/Drama .06 -.07 .13 -.14 -.13 -.10 -.19 .08 .20 .14 14 .01 
Writing .01 -.03 .11 -.10 -.12 -.04 -.13 .07 .14 .10 .03 -.01 
Teaching .20 -.20 .23 .02 -.06 .11 .02 .23 .33 .26 .14 -08 
Social Service .18 -.17 .24 -.07 -.11 .01 -.11 .21 .37 .30 .20 -.04 
Medical Service .15 -.14 .14 .07 .05 .10 .03 .13 .23 .20 .16 .00 
Religious Activities .11 -.14 .16 -.03 -.10 .08 .03 .18 .24 .20 .07 -09 
Public Speaking -.02 .01 -.01 04 13 -.01 -.04 -.04 .04 .08 .10 .17 
Law/Politics -.07 .07 -.07 .04 .15 -.01 -.01 -.09 -.07 -.02 .02 16 
Merchandising .00 .00 .00 -.03 .04 -.04 -.07 -.06 .08 .10 .13 ,09 
Sales -.09 .07 -.12 -.03 .07 -.08 -.07 -.13 -.04 -.02 .08 .13 
Organizational .00 .00 -.01 .04 .08 .04 .04 -.05 .03 .05 .05 06 
Management 
Office Services .01 -.01 .04 -.02 -.07 .05 .04 .02 10 .06 02 -05 
Personal Style Scales *• 
Risk Taking/Advent -11 .05 -.18 -.04 .20 -.20 -.24 -.18 -.12 -.05 .12 .26 
Attitudinal Statements 
[ take a positive attitude .37 -.36 .21 .30 .36 .28 .17 .27 .28 .39 .33 ,18 
towards myself 
Good luck more imp than -.18 .19 -.23 -.12 -.01 -.16 -.16 -.21 - 19 -15 -.02 11 
hard work for success 
I feel am person of worth .28 -.25 .19 .19 .22 .19 .08 .23 .21 .27 .25 ,13 
Do things well as others .19 -.19 .12 .18 .26 .18 .13 .11 .12 .19 17 13 
When try to get ahead. -.23 .21 -.20 -.09 -.12 -.10 -.03 -.19 -.21 -.23 -.21 -06 
somebody stops me 
Planning makes people -.23 .23 -.25 -19 -.09 -.25 -.25 -.22 -.20 -.20 -.10 ,08 
unhappy since plans 
don't work out 
At times think I'm no good at 
ill 
-.28 .26 -.12 -.24 -.30 -.21 -.16 -.18 -13 -.25 -18 - 12 
cUl 
People who accept their -.01 ,03 -.03 -.05 -.10 .01 .08 .00 -01 -02 -09 - 12 
condition happier than if 
tr\ to change 
On the whole, satisfied with .35 -.33 .21 .19 .22 .22 .11 .28 .28 .35 .28 07 
self 
What happens to me is own .13 -.10 .07 .09 .07 .11 .06 .11 08 .09 .08 ,00 
doing 
When I make plans. I am .22 -.21 .15 .23 .24 .23 .15 17 18 .22 .15 ()8 
almost certain I can make 
them work 
1 do not have much to be -.29 .28 -.20 -.24 -.29 -.20 -.10 -.2(1 -.23 -.32 -.28 -16 
proud of 
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External Criteria (cont.) Fav Unfav Com Ach Dom End Ord Int Nur Aff Het E.\li 
Background Data 
How important is/are: 
Being successful in work .05 -.05 .05 ,15 .17 .11 ,12 ,02 01 .04 ,06 .08 
Recv good education .18 -.15 .17 .18 ,15 .18 ,13 .14 ,15 .16 ,13 .02 
Find right person marry .18 -.18 .14 .13 ,10 .10 ,08 ,14 .20 .18 .22 ,08 
Have lots of money -.09 .11 -.12 .05 .11 -.06 -.02 -14 -.17 -.11 .02 ,15 
Have strong fiiendships .25 -.22 .22 .08 .08 .10 .03 .21 .32 .29 .28 ,07 
Be a leader in community .21 -.20 .13 .21 .23 .19 .11 .14 .19 .23 .22 13 
Give children better opps .21 -.18 .14 .16 .10 .17 .14 .18 .20 .18 ,17 ,01 
Live close to family .24 -.23 .17 .17 .09 .21 .16 .18 .24 .22 ,18 -01 
Time for avocational .00 .00 -.03 -.03 .06 -.05 -.06 -.04 .00 .00 ,11 ,10 
activities 
Have children .20 -.18 .15 .12 .11 .10 .06 .15 .23 .23 .27 .11 
Have a FT career .06 -.06 .05 .17 .13 .13 .13 .03 -.01 .02 -01 .02 
Future occ importance of: 
Literature -.04 -.02 .01 -.05 -.04 .00 -.05 .00 .08 .01 ,05 01 
Writing/composition .05 -.08 .08 .01 .01 .03 -.04 .06 .14 .09 ,12 .03 
Social studies -.03 .01 -.01 -.03 .00 .01 -.05 .00 06 .04 ,06 ()7 
Foreign language -.02 .00 -.02 -.05 -.04 -.02 -03 02 .10 .06 ()7 ( ) ( )  
Computer science -.09 .05 -.07 08 .05 04 .08 -.06 -.12 -.14 -.14 -01 
Math .02 -.03 -.01 .17 .07 ,15 .21 ,00 -05 -05 -11 -06 
Physics -.04 ,02 -.06 .05 .01 .04 .10 -.02 -06 -.09 -,06 -05 
Chemistry .02 -.03 -.01 .07 .04 .04 ,05 .03 ,02 .02 .01 -03 
Biology .08 -.09 .06 .05 .06 .06 ,03 .06 .12 .11 .10 ,01 
Books read last 12 months; 
Science -.08 .04 -.09 -.01 -.05 .00 -01 .00 -.10 -.11 -15 -04 
Plays/poetry/essays .06 -.06 .07 -.01 -.03 .03 ,00 .10 .09 .07 .02 -01 
Love Stories .07 -.06 .09 -.01 -.09 .03 ,01 .08 .13 09 ,07 -09 
Religious -.01 -.02 .03 .00 -.05 -.01 -,04 .03 .05 .03 -02 -.04 
Tinker as a young child? -.07 .07 -.12 ,04 .09 ,00 ,07 -.08 -.14 -11 -05 .11 
Do you tinker now? -.02 .01 -.07 05 .07 ,04 ,10 -.03 -.09 -09 -.07 ,03 
Pref for science courses .09 -.06 .06 .15 .08 ,17 ,18 .09 -.01 ,00 -08 -09 
Prof for humanities coiu^es .00 ,02 .06 -.09 -.06 -,03 -,07 .01 .07 ,05 .07 ,06 
Ability Tests 
SAT-Verbal -.16 .13 -.12 -.10 -.12 -06 ,01 -.05 -.17 -.20 -.24 -07 
SAT-Math -.07 ,11 -09 .06 -.01 .06 18 . ( ) ( )  -.16 -.21 -.21 -06 
Mechanical Comp. Test -.10 .08 -.12 -.02 .00 -06 .05 -.06 -.20 -19 -.20 .00 
Mental Rotations Test -.06 .07 -.09 .01 .01 -02 ,08 -02 -.17 -,17 -18 -03 
Raven's Advanced Matrices -.01 .00 .06 -.04 -.11 -01 ,04 ,07 .00 -,03 -.11 -12 
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External Criteria Aut Agg Cha Sue Aba Def Scnil Scnfd Padj ISS Crps 
Loneliness Measure .08 .02 -.13 .31 .34 -.04 .10 -.47 -.45 -.37 -.15 
Study of Values 
Theoretical .20 .13 .00 -.12 -.12 -.21 -.03 .03 - 15 .10 .20 
Economic .03 .06 -.15 -.10 -.09 -.02 .03 .06 -.01 .14 -.05 
Aesthetic .09 ,05 .23 .06 .02 -.09 -.12 -.10 -.06 -. 14 .07 
Social -.23 -.26 .14 .17 .24 .26 .08 -.07 .18 -.15 -.07 
Political .18 .23 -.07 -.17 -.23 -.19 -.13 .16 -.03 .18 1)4 
Religious -.18 -.14 -.13 .09 .11 .17 .12 -04 .05 -.07 -14 
Family Enviroament Scale 
Cohesion -.17 -.20 -.02 -.19 -.07 .19 .16 .26 .34 .27 .08 
Expressiveness .02 -.03 .09 -.12 -.13 .00 -.04 .15 15 .12 II 
Conflict .15 .22 .07 .18 .02 -.18 -.19 -.19 -.27 -.27 -10 
Independence .03 -.04 .05 -.15 -.12 -.02 -.01 .11 .12 .09 .10 
Achievement Orientation -.06 .01 -.06 -.08 -.09 .04 .07 .10 09 .10 -.08 
Intellectual-Cultural Orientation -.06 -.09 -.01 -.05 -.02 .06 .07 .09 16 .10 .05 
Active-Recreational Orientation -.05 .03 .08 -.11 -.12 .01 -.08 .27 .22 .17 .04 
Moral-Religious Emphasis -.19 -.16 -.13 -.01 .08 .19 .14 .06 .14 .06 -10 
Organization -.20 -.18 -.10 -.11 .03 .22 .20 14 .26 .22 -.07 
Control -.03 .03 -.07 .03 .04 .03 .02 -.02 -.02 -.08 -11 
Strong Interest Inventory 
Realistic .04 .06 -.01 -.10 -.07 -.08 -.04 .03 -.08 .07 .04 
Investigative .01 -.03 -.01 -.07 -.04 -.02 .06 .03 .01 .05 .07 
Artistic -.06 -.06 .18 .17 .13 .04 -.03 -.09 .01 -.13 .00 
Social -.27 -.21 .01 .14 .16 .27 .12 .03 .21 -06 -15 
Enterprising .(){) .10 .02 .03 -.1)6 -.04 -.09 ()4 .02 -.02 -10 
Conventional -.10 -03 -.14 .04 04 .10 .12 -.02 .04 ()I - 16 
Basic Interest Scales' 
Agriculture -.08 -.04 .06 -.08 -.03 .03 -.03 .10 11 03 -.04 
Nature -.18 -.17 .08 .09 .12 15 .07 .00 .14 -.04 -.06 
Military Activities .11 .12 -.04 -.10 -.13 -.14 -.06 .05 -.10 .05 -.03 
Athletic Activities -.04 .05 .06 -.17 -.16 -.02 -.12 .27 .17 19 .03 
Mechanical Activities .06 .06 -.05 -.11 -.07 -.08 .00 .00 -.12 .11 .07 
Science .03 -.02 -.04 -.10 -.03 -.04 .06 .01 -.04 07 11 
Math -.02 -.02 -.14 -.09 -.04 .03 .13 .07 .04 .11 .03 
Medical Science -.06 -.03 .02 -.03 -.01 .04 .03 .06 II .02 -.05 
Music -.11 -.07 .14 .16 .14 .08 .00 -.06 05 -.13 -06 
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External Criteria (cont.) Aut Agg Cha Sue Aba Def Scntl Scnfd Padj ISS Crps 
Art/Drama -.07 -.08 .20 .17 .14 .05 -.03 -.10 .02 -.12 -.01 
Writing -.04 -.07 .08 .20 .15 .06 .01 -.11 -.01 -.17 .00 
Teaching -.21 -.20 .00 .10 .14 .25 .13 .01 .21 -.05 -.11 
Social Service -.23 -.19 .11 .18 .18 .22 .07 -.04 .17 -.14 -.11 
Medical Service -.16 -.10 .02 .02 .06 .13 .07 .06 .18 .02 -.09 
Religious Activities -.20 -.18 -.09 .14 .17 .21 .13 -.03 .10 -.07 -14 
Public Speaking .08 .13 .05 .03 -.08 -.09 -.12 .08 -.01 -.03 .00 
Law/Politics .14 .17 -.01 -.04 -.13 -.15 -.13 .06 -.06 -.01 01 
Merchandising -.04 .04 .05 .08 .01 .02 -05 -.01 .03 -.07 -.14 
Sales .02 .13 .02 .04 -.06 -06 -.10 .02 -.06 -.02 -.10 
Organizational Management -.02 .06 -.04 .04 -.03 .01 .00 .02 .01 -.01 -12 
Office Services -.16 -.06 -.10 .15 .12 .16 .11 -.09 .05 -.11 -.23 
Personal Style Scales'' 
Risk Taking/Adventure .22 .24 .27 - 19 -.24 -.33 -.34 .18 -.07 .10 19 
Attitudinal Statements 
I take a positive attitude towards -.03 -.03 .05 -.38 -.33 .02 -.04 .44 .37 .37 .20 
myself 
Good luck more important than .17 .17 .08 .02 -.06 -.20 -.17 -.06 - 18 -.07 ()8 
hard work for success 
I feel I am a person of worth -.01 -.05 .03 -.21 -.19 .00 -.03 .30 .25 .22 ,16 
Do things as well as others .03 .02 .00 -.26 -.24 -.04 -.01 .26 .20 .23 ,09 
When try to get ahead, something .07 .08 -.07 .13 .11 -.05 -.02 -.19 -.19 -.13 -11 
or somebody stops me 
Planning makes people unhappy .14 .14 .08 .06 .01 -.18 -.17 -.12 -.19 -.13 (12 
since plans don't work out 
At times think I'm no good at all -.04 .04 -.01 .35 .32 .03 .01 -.34 -.25 -.35 -.21 
People who accept their condition -.12 -.09 -.11 .06 .12 .13 .11 -.10 .02 -01 -12 
happier than if try to change 
On the whole, satisfied with self -.08 -.12 .01 -.26 -.20 .08 .01 .32 .36 .30 .16 
What happens to me is own -06 -07 -01 -09 -05 05 07 10 10 11 .04 
doing 
When I make plans. I am almost -.03 -.03 -.02 -.23 -.19 .02 .02 .22 .24 .21 ()3 
certain I can make them 
work 
I do not have much to be proud of .02 .00 -.08 .23 .23 -.01 .07 -.33 -.27 -.22 -15 
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External Criteria (com.) Aut Agg Cha Sue Aba Def Scntl Scnfd Padj ISS Crps 
Background Data 
How important is/are; 
Being successfiil in work .01 .08 .02 -.09 -.11 -.04 -.01 .10 .05 .09 -.05 
Receiving good education -.05 -.02 -.02 -.08 -.09 .06 .05 .15 .15 .10 -01 
Finding the right person to marry -.12 -.03 .01 -.05 -.04 .10 .00 .15 .16 .16 -.01 
Have lots of money .11 .18 .05 -.07 -.15 -.16 -.13 .04 -07 .08 .02 
Have strong fnendships -.15 -.11 .06 -.03 -.02 .13 .03 .14 .24 .08 -.05 
Be a leader in my communit>' -.07 .03 .03 -.10 -.15 .03 .00 .23 .19 .17 .00 
Give children better opportunities -.16 -.09 -.06 -.12 -.06 .15 .11 .16 .18 .17 -.01 
Live close to parents/relatives -.22 -.10 -.10 -.02 .01 .19 .12 .16 .23 .18 -08 
Time for avocational activities .05 .07 .08 -.07 -.08 -.08 -.09 .04 -.01 .06 .02 
Have children -.13 -.04 .02 -.05 -.05 .12 -.01 .20 .18 .17 -.01 
Have a FT career -.01 .05 -.07 -.11 -.11 -.03 .02 .09 .05 .10 -.02 
Future occupational importance of; 
Literature -.06 -.01 .04 .08 .05 .03 .00 -.07 -.01 -.08 -.09 
Writing/composition -.05 -.01 .06 .09 .01 .03 .01 -.01 .04 -.04 -.03 
Social studies -.02 .01 .03 .11 .03 .00 -.04 -.06 -05 -.06 -.06 
Foreign language -.03 .00 -.02 .07 .01 .02 .01 -.09 -.02 -.08 -09 
Computer science .01 .07 -.05 -.02 -.02 -.04 .05 -.02 -12 .03 .01 
Math -.03 .00 -. 12 -.05 -.02 .03 .16 .06 .00 .05 -.05 
Physics -.01 .03 -.05 -.01 -.01 -.01 .06 -.02 -.04 .03 -.03 
Chemistry -.02 -.01 -.03 -.03 -.04 -.01 .03 .03 .02 .03 -.03 
Biology -.07 -.03 .01 -.03 -.02 .04 .01 .07 10 .05 -03 
Books read in last 12 months; 
Science .07 -.01 -.05 -.02 .00 -.06 .03 -.06 -09 .02 07 
Plays/poetry/essays -04 -.04 .03 .07 .05 .05 -01 .01 06 -.01 -.02 
Love Stories -.13 -.09 -.01 .06 .09 .10 .07 -.06 .09 -.05 -.07 
Religious -.02 -.05 .00 .05 .06 .02 .01 -.02 .00 -.07 -01 
Did you tinker as a yoimg child? .09 .13 .00 -.08 -.11 -.12 -.07 .04 -.08 .15 .02 
Do vou linker now? .02 .04 -.05 -.12 -.11 -.05 .00 06 -.03 .17 .01 
Preference for science courses; -.02 -.05 -.08 -.19 -.07 .04 .11 .10 .10 .11 04 
Preference for humanities courses -.02 .01 .04 .13 .08 .03 -.05 -.07 -.01 -.08 -02 
Ability Tests 
SAT-Verbal .21 .04 -.07 .04 .02 -.16 .04 -.16 -.22 - . 1 1  .07 
SAT-Math .15 .01 -.15 -.06 -.01 -.06 .07 -.01 -.10 .02 ()7 
Mcchanical Comp. Test .14 .04 -01 -.13 -.09 -.13 .03 -01 -.16 .07 16 
Mental Rotations Test .13 .04 -03 -.12 -07 -.10 .02 .00 - . 1 1  11 .15 
Raven's Advanced Matrices -.02 -.10 -.02 .05 .08 .05 .13 -.10 -1)4 -.06 ,03 
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External Criteria Mis Mas Fem Critp Nrtp Adit Freec Adpc HoLi HoHi LoLi LoHi 
Loneliness Measure -.31 -.07 -.28 .24 -.46 -.30 -.44 .41 -.15 .25 -.35 -.02 
Study of Values 
Theoretical -.10 .28 -.40 .19 -19 .05 -07 -.01 -.06 .08 -.22 .12 
Economic .01 .29 -.29 .13 -.03 .15 -11 -.11 .02 -.16 -.07 .17 
Aesthetic -.09 -.27 .23 -.03 -.09 -.21 .16 .12 .10 .25 -.01 -.22 
Social .10 -.43 .45 -.28 .21 -.10 .05 .06 -.01 .00 .30 -.13 
Political -.05 .40 -.27 .20 -.02 .12 ,07 -.11 .09 -.13 -.12 .00 
Religious .10 -.15 .17 -.13 .09 ,02 -,07 .01 -.10 -.05 .07 06 
Family Environment Scale 
Cohesion .33 .01 ,16 -.22 .36 .31 .11 -.35 -.07 -.24 .25 .2<» 
Expressiveness .16 .01 .09 -.08 .13 .13 ,14 -19 -.01 -.05 .12 .09 
Conflict -.24 -.03 -.06 .20 -.29 -.29 -06 .29 .06 .13 -.19 -.21 
Independence .13 .01 .06 -.03 .10 ,13 ,11 -.16 -.04 -.01 .06 .09 
Achievement Orientation .09 .11 -.01 .01 .09 .11 -01 -.12 .02 -.22 .05 .06 
Intellectual-Cultural Orientation .19 -.06 .16 -.10 .14 .12 ,06 -.18 -.07 -.05 .13 .10 
Active-Recreational Orientation .18 .04 .15 -.07 .21 .13 .21 -.22 ,11 -.19 .16 01 
Moral-Religious Emphasis .15 -.03 .09 -.15 .18 .14 -,03 -.10 -.02 -.18 .14 .11 
Organization .22 .00 .08 -.16 .27 .26 ,01 -.25 -.02 -.28 ,20 13 
Control -.05 .00 .00 .06 -.02 -.04 -06 .04 -.02 -.03 ,01 -.02 
Strong Interest Inventory 
Realistic -08 .26 -.27 ,03 -09 -01 -.02 -.01 -.01 -.05 -,13 ()4 
Investigative .09 .07 -.04 ,02 ,02 ,11 -04 -.07 -.16 -.08 -.05 11 
Artistic -.01 -.38 .38 -.13 .01 -.14 .10 ,11 .01 .12 .08 -.21 
Social .17 -.33 .44 -.23 .29 .06 .04 -05 -.02 -.25 .30 -09 
Enterprising -.02 .01 .07 .04 ,00 -05 ,07 .02 .08 -.11 .05 -08 
Conventional .07 .05 .01 ,01 ,06 .11 -.13 -.04 -.06 -.24 .05 10 
Basic Interest Scales' 
Agnculture .03 -.01 .05 -.09 .10 .00 ,10 -.07 .02 -.11 .07 -04 
Nature .12 -.30 .33 -.18 .17 .04 .07 -.01 -05 -.10 .20 -05 
Military Acuviues -.06 .29 -.25 .11 -10 -03 ,00 -.02 ,02 -.02 -18 -02 
Athletic Activities .04 .28 -.08 -.05 ,15 ,09 ,16 -.16 .20 -.25 .06 -.07 
Mechanical Activities -.09 .32 -.35 ,06 -13 ,02 -,07 -01 -04 -.03 -17 10 
Science .04 .16 -.19 ,04 -.05 ,11 -08 -.04 -,17 -.01 -.11 18 
Math .11 .18 -.17 ,07 .02 ,19 -,12 -.11 -,17 -.16 -09 .21 
Medical Science .10 -.04 .08 -04 .11 ,07 .03 -.08 -.05 -.16 09 -01 
Music .04 -.40 .42 -14 .07 -,1I .10 .10 .04 .05 .13 -19 
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External Criteria (cont.) Mis Mas Fem Critp Nrtp Adit Freec Adpc HoLi HoHi LoLi LoHi 
Art/Drama .00 -.39 .38 -.14 .01 -.15 .09 .12 .03 .11 .11 -.21 
Writing .01 -.37 .34 1 o
 
00
 
.00 -.11 .04 .13 -.07 .14 .05 -.14 
Teaching .17 -.30 .39 -.19 .25 .07 .02 -.06 -.04 -.18 .25 -.06 
Social Service .12 -.43 .47 -.23 .21 -.04 .06 .03 .00 -.11 .27 -.14 
Medical Service .13 -.13 .20 -.14 .21 .07 .07 -.09 .00 -.24 18 -.01 
Religious Activities .12 -.22 .26 -.17 .16 .04 -.05 .02 -.07 -.11 .18 .01 
Public Speaking .00 .00 .10 .12 -.01 -.03 .10 .03 .00 -.01 .01 -.10 
Law/Politics -.02 .11 -.01 .19 -.06 .00 .04 .01 -.01 .01 -.1)7 -.04 
Merchandising -.01 -.10 .18 .00 .02 -.08 .05 .04 .09 -.10 .09 -.13 
Sales -.09 .07 -.02 .07 -.06 -.09 .04 .07 .12 -.07 -.01 -.11 
Organizational Management .03 .04 .07 .05 .03 .01 -.02 -.01 .05 -.17 .04 -04 
Office Services .04 -.13 .16 -.05 .07 .00 -.11 .05 -.02 -.20 .12 -02 
Personal Style Scales'' 
Risk Taking/Adventure -.18 .27 -.23 .07 -.13 -.13 .28 .00 .26 .09 -.19 -17 
Attitudinal Statements 
I take a positive attitude towards .27 .22 .12 -.12 .35 .32 .30 -.43 .05 -.21 .25 .12 
myself 
Good luck more important than -.21 .04 -.14 .12 -.17 -.19 .07 .12 .12 .2\) -.16 -.13 
hard work for success 
I feel I am a person of worth .21 .09 .15 -.10 .24 .23 .21 -.26 .02 -.10 .16 .10 
Do things as well as others .16 .16 .07 -.04 .18 .23 .17 -.27 .03 -.10 .09 .08 
When try to get ahead, sometliing -.18 .03 -.18 .15 -.18 -.15 -.15 .18 -.05 .09 -15 -.05 
or somebody stops me 
Plaiming makes people unhappy -.25 .01 -.14 .10 -.22 -.23 .01 .20 .11 .21 -.17 -16 
since plans don't work out 
At times think I'm no good at all -.21 -.27 .04 .08 -.24 -.30 -.20 .37 -.01 .14 -14 -16 
People who accept their condition -.02 -.03 -.05 -.06 .04 .02 -.15 .02 -.01 -.12 .05 .02 
happier than if try to change 
On the whole, satisfied with self .23 .10 .14 -.14 .31 .29 .21 -.33 .03 -.20 .27 .10 
What happens to me is own 09 03 .09 -.07 .10 .11 .06 -.13 .00 -.09 .04 08 
doing 
When I make plans. I am almost .19 .10 .10 -.05 .22 .23 .13 -.27 00 -.18 11 .10 
certain I can make them 
work 
[ do not have much to be proud of -.22 -.08 -.17 .08 -.24 -.23 -.25 .28 -.06 17 -.21 -07 
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External Criteria (cont.) Mis Mas Fem Critp Nrtp Adit Freec Adpc HoLi HoHi LoLi LoHi 
Background Data 
How important is/are: 
Being successful in work .08 .11 -.01 .06 .05 .09 .03 -.08 .03 -.12 -.01 00 
Receiving good education .14 .04 .10 -.02 .17 .16 .03 -.14 -02 -.15 .11 ,06 
Finding the right person to marry .14 .05 .13 -.09 .19 .12 .06 -.12 .08 -.20 ,17 -03 
Have lots of money -.08 .18 -.14 .14 -.10 -.04 .05 .02 16 -.02 -10 -.08 
Have strong friendships .16 -.10 .29 -.17 .27 .10 .14 -.14 .05 -.15 .26 -.09 
Be a leader in my community .20 .09 .11 .01 .20 .18 .14 -.16 .03 -.24 ,16 .01 
Give children better opportumties .16 .08 .10 -.10 .22 .17 .04 -.18 .00 -.22 .15 .04 
Live close to parents/relatives .18 ,01 .13 -.13 .25 .19 .05 -.17 -.03 -.23 .21 .05 
Time for avocational activities -.03 .06 -.03 .00 .00 -.01 .09 .00 14 .01 .01 -08 
Have children .14 .06 .15 -.12 .22 .13 .09 -.14 .08 -.21 .20 -02 
Have a FT career .08 .13 -.07 .05 .07 .11 .00 -.11 -.05 -. 14 -.01 .10 
Future occupational importance of; 
Literatiu^ -.02 -.16 .12 -.02 .00 -.08 .01 .05 -.01 .01 03 -.12 
Writing/composition .05 -.19 .19 -.02 .05 -.03 .07 .03 -02 .02 10 -08 
Social studies .00 -.14 .11 .02 .00 -.10 .05 .04 .01 .01 .03 -.08 
Foreign language -.02 -.11 .12 -.04 .03 -.09 .00 .03 .03 -.01 .04 -.09 
Computer science -.02 .15 -.17 .11 -.07 .02 -.09 .01 .00 -.04 -.09 .12 
Math .09 .15 -.11 .06 .01 .14 -.12 -.04 -11 -.18 -.01 .15 
Physics -.01 .11 -.15 .03 -.04 .06 -.10 .00 -.10 -.09 -.05 .07 
Chemistry .05 04 -.05 .00 .04 .06 -.02 -05 -05 -.12 02 ()8 
Biology .06 -.04 .03 -.08 11 .08 .04 -.08 ,01 -.13 ()8 -.02 
Books read in last 12 months; 
Science -.03 .08 -.10 .02 -.09 .00 -.04 ,00 -.07 .12 -10 .06 
Plays/poetry/essays .07 -.16 .18 -.08 .05 .01 .04 -.01 -.01 .02 ()3 -03 
Love Stories .08 -.23 .22 -.10 .08 .02 -.02 -,02 .01 -,02 ()8 -.05 
Religious .03 -.09 .07 -.05 .02 -.02 -03 ,02 ,01 ,01 01 .02 
Did you tinker as a young child? -.07 .22 -.24 .07 -.08 .03 .02 -,04 .06 -02 -11 .01 
Do you tinker now? -.05 .28 -.26 .01 -.03 .09 .01 -,1U ,02 -.10 - 11 t)8 
Prcfcrcncc for science courses; .12 .15 -.12 .00 .08 .21 -.06 -,15 -12 -.14 -01 .20 
Preference for humanities courses -.03 -.23 .20 -.05 .02 -.08 .06 ,07 02 .07 .04 -.11 
Ability Tests 
SAT-Verbal -.02 -.01 .00 .14 -.20 -.05 -.09 ,09 -14 .34 -15 .09 
SAT-Math .03 .18 -.15 .12 -.09 .12 -.16 -,04 -.07 .04 -.17 .18 
Mechanical Comp. Test -.04 .27 -.29 .08 -.14 .07 -.06 -.01 -04 11 -.20 16 
Mental Rotations Test -.04 .26 -.29 .06 -.10 .06 -.07 -.04 -.04 08 -16 .12 
Raven's Advanced Matrices .06 -.05 .01 -.04 -.02 .04 -12 .03 -08 .03 -02 ()9 
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APPENDIX 4 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MPQ SCALES AND EXTERNAL CRITERIA 
External Criteria WB SP Ach SC SR Ali Cont. HA Trad Abs 
Loneliness Measiire -.56 -.27 -.20 -.54 .40 .45 .10 .01 .05 -.09 -.07 
Study of Values 
Theoretical -.09 -.09 .05 -.26 -.03 .13 .15 .00 -.13 -.19 -09 
Economic -.16 -.01 -.02 -.15 -.04 .11 .24 .10 .08 -.02 -.32 
Aesthetic .01 .01 -.10 -.04 .02 1 b
 
-.13 -.12 -.09 -.29 .27 
Social .14 -.11 .00 .28 .07 -.16 -.33 -.01 .12 .05 .14 
Political .00 .29 .01 .06 -.09 .05 .32 -.01 -.03 -.07 -.14 
Religious .07 -.04 .06 .08 .03 -.02 -.14 .04 .03 .40 .07 
Family Environment Scale 
Cohesion .35 .05 .22 .18 -.23 -.23 -.21 .23 .13 .3(» - 04 
Expressiveness .21 .11 .08 .10 -.18 -.18 -.11 .02 .02 .03 .04 
Conflict -.16 .09 1 b
 
-.12 .24 .20 .24 -.23 -.11 -.17 .14 
Independence .18 .07 .05 -.01 -.16 -.18 -.10 .02 
00 q
 -.03 .04 
Achievement Orientation .12 .16 .23 .08 .09 .09 .11 .12 -.01 .17 .11 
[ntellectual-Cultural Orientation .22 .09 .17 .09 -.06 -.14 -.19 .08 .07 .15 .16 
Active-Recreational Orientation .28 .20 .14 .28 -.11 -.14 -.03 -.02 -.03 .11 .10 
Moral-Religious Emphasis .15 .03 .12 .10 .00 .04 -.08 09 .08 .48 -.01 
Organization .16 .00 .21 .12 -.06 -.03 -.12 .30 .05 .25 .00 
Control -.10 .01 .06 -.04 .20 .23 .13 .02 -.03 09 05 
Strong Interest Inventory 
Realistic .09 .01 06 -.04 -.05 .01 .15 1 b
 
00
 
-.25 .04 .02 
Investigative .20 .09 .32 .04 -.06 -.10 -.04 .12 -.11 .04 .11 
•Artistic .16 .16 .11 .14 .13 -.10 -.22 -.02 -.03 .00 .43 
Social .28 .15 .19 .29 .04 -.17 -.27 .13 .15 .26 .20 
Enterprising .14 .33 .07 .20 .05 -.04 .04 -.03 -.02 .05 .11 
Conventional .11 .15 .20 ,08 .04 .00 -.04 .18 11 15 ()2 
Basic Interest Scales ' 
Agnculture .17 -.02 .07 .09 -.05 -.09 .03 -.11 -.16 .14 .09 
Nature .26 .03 .16 .14 .01 -.19 -.20 .04 -.02 .14 .24 
Military- Activities .04 .08 .04 -.05 .00 .07 .22 -.09 -.25 .03 .06 
Athletic Activities .23 .19 .04 .31 -.11 -.10 .22 -.09 -.10 .08 -.09 
Mechanical Activities .02 -.04 .05 -.10 -.06 .05 .15 -.07 -.22 -.01 -.05 
Science .11 -.03 .23 -.07 -.07 -.03 .02 .08 -.12 .02 .00 
Math .08 .01 .26 -.04 -.06 .02 .00 .14 .00 .09 -.10 
Medical Science .20 .14 .23 .17 -.05 -.11 .00 .07 -09 .03 ()8 
Music .16 .18 .12 .18 .14 -.09 -.25 .01 .02 .06 .4(» 
Note. Correlations greater than |.20| have been bolded. 
* Includes only those Basic Interest Scales that are common to the 1985 and 1994 versions of 
the Strong. 
'' This Personal Style Scale was a Basic Interest Scale on the 1985 version of the Strong. 
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External Criteria (conL) WB SP Ach SC SR Ali Agg ConL HA Trad Abs 
Ajt/Drama .14 .09 .03 .13 .11 -.11 -.22 -03 -.02 -.02 .39 
Writing .13 .15 .15 .08 .16 -.09 -.24 .03 .02 .02 .38 
Teaching .23 .08 .19 .19 .04 -.14 -.29 .16 .14 .15 .17 
Social Service .21 .12 .12 .26 .10 -.15 -.28 .07 .13 .12 .25 
Medical Service .22 .12 .18 .21 -.02 -.08 -.09 .05 -.06 .09 08 
Religious Activities .16 .05 09 .14 .04 -.11 -.25 .10 .09 .41 .13 
Public Speaking .18 .46 .16 .20 .05 -.05 -.05 .01 -.03 .05 .20 
Law/Politics .11 .42 .15 .12 .01 -.05 .05 .03 -.06 -.05 14 
Merchandising .09 .27 .04 .20 .09 -.05 -.04 -.01 .04 .03 .11 
Sales .03 .26 -.03 .17 .06 .01 .08 -08 -.04 .02 .01 
Organizational Management .11 .31 .11 .16 .05 -.03 .01 .08 .07 .08 .08 
Office Services .08 .11 .07 .11 .11 .00 -.09 .13 .18 .13 .07 
Personal Style Scales 
Risk Taking/Adventure .14 .21 -.02 .11 -.11 -.02 .30 -.35 -.55 -.17 12 
Attitudinal Statements 
1 take a positive attitude towards .55 .21 .23 .24 -.35 -.24 -.03 .08 -.05 .11 .08 
myself 
Good luck more important than -.08 .04 -.21 -.07 .00 .03 .20 -18 - 1 1  -.24 02 
hard work for success 
I feel I am a person of worth .39 18 .17 .20 -.23 -.23 -06 ()8 02 .14 ()6 
Do things as well as others .25 .21 .22 .12 -.18 -.10 .00 .10 -.03 .05 .01 
When tr\- to get ahead, something -.28 -.08 -.12 -.17 .21 .38 .18 -.04 -05 -.08 -.02 
or somebody stops me 
Plaiming makes people unhappy -.21 -.03 -.26 -.10 .11 .20 .20 -.28 -.10 -.19 02 
since plans don't work out 
At times think I'm no good at all -.35 -.11 -.08 -.16 .47 .25 .02 -.10 .00 -.06 .11 
People who accept their condition -.08 -.13 -.10 .03 .02 .11 -.02 .02 .05 .10 -06 
happier than if try to change 
On the whole, satisfied with self .46 .13 .11 .20 -.32 -.27 -.11 .05 .02 .15 .04 
What happens to me is own .19 .09 .17 .10 -.06 -.06 -.06 .04 -.01 .06 ()7 
doing 
When I make plans. I am almost .32 .22 .30 .11 -.19 -.09 -.05 .16 -.06 .09 08 
certain I can make them 
work 
1 do not have much to be proud of -.43 -.19 -.24 -.20 .18 .18 .08 -07 -.03 -.14 -07 
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External Criteria (cont) WB SP Ach SC SR Ali Agg Cont. EiA Trad -\bs 
Background Data 
How important is/are: 
Being successfiil in work .05 .17 .21 .01 .03 .05 .09 .06 -.03 .00 .07 
Receiving good education .14 .07 .24 .04 1 b
 
-.03 -.06 .12 .05 .15 .09 
Finding the right person to marry .13 .10 .06 .24 -.06 -.07 .03 .08 .00 .14 -.03 
Have lots of monev' -.05 .19 -.06 .02 .00 .06 .31 -.03 -.07 -.10 -.04 
Eiave strong fhendsiiips .25 .12 .14 .34 .00 1 b
 
00
 
-.09 .05 .04 .13 .14 
Be a leader in my community .23 .34 .22 .22 -.02 -.04 -.01 .07 .02 .16 .12 
Give children better opportunities .16 .09 .17 .17 -.07 -.02 -.05 .10 .04 14 08 
Live close to parents/relatives .19 .05 .14 .22 -.03 -.04 -.08 .17 .17 .30 .00 
Time for avocational activities .13 .10 .03 .10 -.02 -.02 .08 -.05 -.10 -.05 .07 
Have children .18 .10 .08 .31 -.06 -.08 .01 .08 .08 .19 -.04 
Have a FT career .06 .09 .21 .03 1 b
 
Ui
 
.05 .04 .03 -.04 .08 ,00 
Future occupational importance of; 
Literature .03 .13 .06 02 .07 .00 -.10 .05 .00 .01 .21 
W riting/composition .10 .14 .09 .06 .10 -.05 -.16 .07 .00 -.01 .25 
Social studies .03 .10 .00 .00 .05 1 b
 
-.06 .02 -.01 -.08 .15 
Foreign language .05 .08 .00 .02 .02 .02 -.05 .02 -.02 -.03 .23 
Computer science -.05 -.01 .13 -.09 .06 .13 09 .10 -.07 09 .04 
Math .00 .02 .22 -.05 .00 .09 .02 .13 -.03 .13 -.03 
Physics .01 .01 .18 -.01 .01 .06 .00 .06 -.09 .07 .05 
Chemistr> .09 .07 .19 .03 -.06 .00 -.05 .08 -10 .07 .03 
Biology- .15 .10 .19 .13 -.10 -.08 -.08 .07 -.14 .07 .09 
Books read in last 12 months: 
Science -.05 -.01 .07 -.21 .03 .10 .02 .02 -.05 -09 11 
Plays/poetiy/essays .04 09 .11 -.01 .04 -.04 -.13 .04 .03 -.(i6 14 
Love Stories .04 .00 .03 .00 .09 -.01 -.13 .08 08 06 11 
Religious .03 .01 .00 -.03 .06 .03 -.06 .05 .10 18 .02 
Did you tinker as a young child? -.05 .09 .10 -07 .01 .13 .16 1 b
 
-.13 -.06 .05 
Do you tinker now? .03 .03 .12 -.08 -.U4 .17 .18 .00 -.13 .00 .03 
Preference for sciencc courses; .04 -.06 .18 -.04 -.12 .01 .06 .11 -.04 Ob - 1 3  
Preference for humanities courses .02 .05 -.08 .04 .13 -.02 -.11 .02 .11 .02 .15 
Ability Tests 
SAT-Verbal -.07 -.06 -.06 -.23 .06 -.05 -.09 -.03 .00 -.08 .02 
SAT-Math -.10 -.17 .02 -.12 -.08 -.07 -.07 .04 .07 .02 -.22 
Mechanical Comp. Test -.08 -.12 -.02 -.16 -.06 .08 .11 -.04 -.17 -.03 - 1 1  
Mental Rotations Test -.10 -.12 -.10 -.18 -.08 .06 .16 -.01 -.15 -.10 -.14 
Raven's Advanced Matrices -.06 -.17 .02 -.09 .03 -.08 -.05 .07 -.01 .03 -.06 
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APPENDIX 5 
REGRESSION WEIGHTS TO OBTAIN FORECASTED-MPQ SCALES 
Well Being - [33.492 + (Num Fav*-.027) + (Num Unfav*-.058) + (Common Adj*.070) + 
(Achievement*.026) + (Dominance*-.099) + (Endurance*.0l7) + (0rder*-.026) + 
(Intraception*.026) + (Nurturance*-.064) + (Affiliation*.097) + (Heterosex*.033) + 
(E.\hibition*.0l6) + (Autonomy*-.060) + (Aggression*.007) + (Change*-. 107) (Succorance*.022) 
+ (Abasement*-. 184) + (Deference*-.023) + (Self-Control*.056) + (Self-Confidence*.092) + 
(Personal Adj*.04T) + (Ideal Self-.OIl) + (Creative Personality*.029) + (Military Leadership*-018) 
+ (Masculine Attributes*-.036) + (Feminine Attributes*.017) + (Critical Parent*-.071) + (Nurt 
Parent*-.093) + (Adult*-.OCT) + (Free Child*. 143) + (Adapted Child*-.024) + (Hi Orig Low Intel*-
.023) + (Hi Orig Hi Intel*-.048) + (Low Orig Low [ntel*-.009) + (Low Orig Hi InteI*-.03T)l 
Social Potency = [19.114 + (Num Fav*-. 140) + (Num Unfav*-.041) + (Common Adj*.050) + (Achievement*-
.067) + (Dominance*. 103) + (Endurance*. 109) + (Order*.063) + (Intraception*.029) + 
(Nurturance*.034) + (Affiliation*.006) -r (Heterosex*-.011) + (Exhibition*. 137) + (Autonomy*-.040) 
(Aggression*.025) + (Change*-.028) + (Succorance*-.028) -r (Abasemenl*-.079) + (Deference*-
122) + (Self-Control*-.042) + (Self-Confidence*-.013) + (Personal Adj*-.Oll) + (Ideal Self*.! 13) -
(Creative Personality*-.028) + (Military Leadership*.036) + (Masculine Attributes*-.028) -i-
(Feminine Attributes*.059) + (Critical Parent*.054) + (Nurt Parent*-. 136) + (Adult*-.082) + (Free 
Child*.036) + (Adapted Child*-.02l) -h (Hi Orig Low Intel*.026) + (Hi Orig Hi Intel*-.088) + (Low 
Orig Low Intel*.051) + (Low Orig Hi Intel*-.071)| 
Achievement =[1.958 + (Num Fav*-.019) + (Num Unfav*-.031) + (Common Adj*.030) -i-
(Achievement*.030) + (Dominance*-.062) + (Endurance*.222) + (Order*.071) + (Intraception*-
.045) + (Nurturance*.062) + (Affiliation*-.006) + (Heterosex*-.038) + (Exhibilion*-.0l4) + 
(Autonomy*-.0I6) + (Aggression*.079) + (Change*.036) + (Succoraiice*.025) + (Abasement*-.()43) 
+ (Deference*-.037) + (Self-Control*.082) + (Self-Confidence*.053) + (Personal Adj*-.015) + (Ideal 
Self .029) + (Creative Personality*-.039) + (Military Leadership*-.018) + (Masculine Attributes*-
.022) + (Feminine Attributes*.032) + (Critical Parent*.017) + (Nurt Parent*-.094) + (Adult*-.057) t 
(Free Child*.071) - (Adapted Child*-.004) + (Hi Orig Low Intel*-.0l9) -f- (Hi Orig Hi Iniel*-.036j 
(Low Orig Low Intel*- 005) + (Low Orig Hi Intel*-.002)| 
Social Closeness = [-1.137 + (Num Fav*-.029) + (Num Unfav*-.008) + (Common Adj*.026) 
(Achievement*.011) + (Dominance*.012) + (Endurance*-.056) (Order*.026) + (Intraception* (J()3) 
+ (Nurturance*.075) + (A£Bliation*.034) (Heterosex*.08I) + (Exhibition*.051) + (Autonomy*-
.061) + (Aggression*.000) -i- (Change*.004) + (Succorance*. 107) + (Abasement*-.008) + 
(Deference*-.021) + (Self-Control*.002) + (Self-Confidence*.082) + (Personal Adj*.044) + (Ideal 
SelP-.053) + (Creative Personalitv*-.036) + (Military Leadership*-.024) -i- (Masculine 
Attributes*.031) + (Feminine Attributes*-.026) + (Critical Parent*- 013) + (Nurt Parent*-.019) 
(Adult*.045) + (Free Child*.051) + (Adapted Child*.003) + (Hi Orig Low lntel*.017) + (Hi Orig Hi 
Intel*-.023) + (Low Orig Low Intel*.004) + (Low Orig Hi Intel*-.043)| 
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Stress Reaction = [2.186 + (Num Fav*-. 110) + (Num Uiifav*-.210) + (Common Adj*.066) + 
(Achievement*. 117) + (Dominance*.002) + (Endurance*.022) + (0rder*.035) (lntraception*.018) 
+ (Nurturance*. 119) + (Afi51iation*-.089) + (Heterosex*.003) + (Exhibition*. 122) + 
(Autonomy*. 118) + (Aggression*.182) + (Change*.051) + (Succorance*.074) + (Abasement*.096) -i-
(Deference*.033) + (Self-Control*.089) + (SeIf-Confidence*-.161) + (Personal Adj*.057) + (Ideal 
Self*.063) + (Creative Personality*-.053) + (Military Leadership*-.033) + (Masculine Attributes*-
.016) + (Feminine Attributes*.066) + (Critical Parent*.040) + (Nurt Parent*-. 139) + (Adult*-. 169) 
(Free Child*-. 138) + (Adapted Child*.055) + (Hi Orig Low lntel*-.015) -r (Hi Orig Hi Intel*-.021) + 
(Low Orig Low Intel*-.003) + (Low Orig Hi Intel*-.035)1 
Alienation = [16.238 + (Num Fav*-.085) + (Num Unfav*-.102) + (Common Adj*.001) + (Achievement*.043) 
+ (Dominance*.0l9) + (Endurance*. 181) + (Order*-.036) + (Intraception*.038) + (Nurturance* 105) 
+ (AflBliation*-. 110) + (Heterosex*-.048) + (Exhibition*.035) + (Autonomy*. 103) + 
(Aggression*.083) + (Change*.018) + (Succorance*.026) + (Abasement*-.018) + (Deference*,044) 
(Self-Control*.035) + (Self-Confidence*-.133) + (Personal Adj*.069) + (Ideal Self .050) + (Creative 
Personality*-.051) + (Military Leadership*-.046) + (Masculine Attributes*.040) + (Feminine 
Attributes*-.042) + (Critical Parent*-.035) + (Nurt Parent*-. 109) + (Adult*-. 171) -i- (Free Child*-
.021) -t- (Adapted Child*-.022) + (Hi Orig Low Intel*-.0l3) + (Hi Orig Hi Intel*-.0l9) + (Low Orig 
Low Intel*.020) + (Low Orig Hi Intel*-.045)| 
Aggression = [22.320 + (Num Fav*-. 140) + (Num Unfav*-.040) + (Common Adj*.046) + 
(Achievement*.036) + (Dominance*-.006) + (Endurance*. 112) + (Order*-.045) + 
(lntraception*.010) + CNurturance*-.087) -i- (Affiliation*-.031) + (Heterosex*.036) + 
(Exhibition* .065) + (Autonomy*-.020) + (Aggression*.0l2) + (Change*.006) + (Succorance*-.011) 
- (Abasement*-.098) + (Deference*.024) -i- (Self-Control*-.069) + (Self-Confldence*- 113) 
(Personal Adj*.091) -r (Ideal Self .028) + (Creative Personality*.001) + (Military Leadership*-.004) 
+ (Masculine Attributes*. 120) + (Feminine Attributes*.002) + (Critical Parent*-.010) + (Nun 
Parent*-. 105) + (Adult*-.050) + (Free ChiId*-.045) + (Adapted Child*-.003) -f- (Hi Orig Low 
Intel*.029) + (Hi Orig Hi Intel*-,042) + (Low Orig Low Intel*.045) + (Low Orig Hi InteI*-.05 U| 
Control vs. Impulsivity = [-23.547 + (Num Fav*.038) + (Num Unfav*.086) + (Common Adj*.02I) 
(Achievement*-.064) + (Dominance*-.021) + (Endurance*. 166) + (0rder*.078) + (Intraception*-
.014) + (Nurturance*.001) + (AfBUation*-.074) + (Heterosex*-.047) + {Exhibition*.043) -i-
(Autonomy*.066) + (Aggression*.091) + (Change*-.005) + (Succorance*.084) + (Abasement*- 037) 
(Deference*.078) + (Self-Control*.090) + (Self-Confidence*.064) + (Personal Adj*.070) + (Ideal 
Self .093) + (Creative Personality*-.045) + (Military Leadership*-.007) (Masculine Attributes*-
058) (Feminine Attributes*.018) + (Critical Parent*.008) + (Nurt Parent*.060) + (Adult*.056) ^ 
(Free Child*-. 125) + (Adapted Child*-.034) + (Hi Orig Low Intel*.004) + (Hi Orig Hi Intel*.044) 
(Low Orig Low Intel*.038) + (Low Orig Hi Intel*.001)J 
Harm Avoidance = [-38.870 + (Num Fav*.148) +• (Num Unfav*.191) + (Common Adj*-.023) + 
(Achievement*. 115) + (Dominance*.002) (Endurance*-. 153) + (0rder*.081) (Intraception*-
.043) •+• (Nurturance*. 102) + (Affiliation*-. 151) + (Heterosex*-.020) + (Exiiibition*.036) 
(Auionomy*.039) + (Aggression*.035) + (Change*-.058) + (Succorance*.13l) + (Abasement*.077) 
-i- (Deference*. 107) + (Self-Control*-.002) + (Self-Confidence*.087) + (Personal Adj*.095) + (Ideal 
Self-.064) + (Creative Personality*.006) + (Military Leadership*-.016) + (Masculine Attributes*-
.011) + (Feminine Attributes*.062) + (Critical Parent*.075) + (Nurt Parent*.154) + (Adult*. 117) -r 
(Free Child*-.096) + (Adapted Child*-.024) + (Hi Orig Low Intel*-.037) + (Hi Orig Hi Intel*.066) * 
(Low Orig Low lntel*.049) + (Low Orig Hi Intel*.015)I 
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Traditionalism = [6.032 + (Num Fav*.053) + (Num LIiifav*-.039) -i- (Common Adj*.070) -h 
(Achievement*. 130) + (Dominance*-.064) + (EndmBnce*-.0I3) -i- (0rder*.059) + (Intracepiion*-
.061) + (Nurturance*.126) + (Afi51iation*.028) + (Heterosex*-.043) + (Exhibition*-.005) + 
(Autonomy*-.0l6) + (Aggression*.042) + (Change*-. 136) + (Succorance*.04I) + (Abasement*-.068) 
-I- (Deference*.057) + (Self-Control*. 106) + (Self-Confidence*. 105) + (Personal Adj*.090) -r (Ideal 
Self.004) + (Creative Personality*-.063) + (Military Lcadership*-.032) + (Masculine Attributes*-
.030) + (Feminine Attributes*-.072) + (Critical Parent*-.012) + (Nurt Parent*-. 159) + (Adult*- 039) 
+ (Free Child*.077) + (Adapted Child*. 147) + (Hi Orig Low lntel*-.001) + (Hi Orig Hi Intei*-.055) 
(Low Orig Low [ntel*-.013) + (Low Orig Hi Intel*.011)l 
Absorption = (66.333 + (Num Fav*-.l30) + (Num Unfav*-.314) + (Common Adj*.064) + (Achievement*-
.105) + (Dominance*.030) + (Endurance*. 194) + (0rder*.032) + (lntraception*.093) + 
(Nurturance*.077) + (Af51iation*.071) + (Heterosex*-.018) + (Exhibition*.010) + (Autonomy*. 131) 
+ (Aggression*. 180) + (Change*-.023) + (Succorance*.026) + (Abasement*-. 126) + (Deference*-
.042) + (Self-Control*.033) -i- (Self-Confidence*-. 116) + (Personal Adj*-.070) + (Ideal Self. 141) -
(Creative Personality*.013) + (Military Leadership*-.053) + (Masculine Attributes*-. 167) + 
(Feminine Attributes*. 103) + (Critical Parent*-.084) + (Nurt Parent*-.270) -r (Adult*-.274) (Free 
Child*-.035) + (Adapted Child*-. 126) + (Hi Orig Low Intel*-.0l3) + (Hi Orig Hi lntel*-.027') -r- (Low 
Orig Low InteI*-.04T) + (Low Orig Hi lntel*-.094)| 
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APPENDIX 6 
CORRELATION OF EXTERNAL CRITERIA CORRELATIONAL PROFILES 
FOR ACTUAL- AND FORECASTED-MPQ SCALES 
Theme TAI.^ r^iFi TFIA; Taif: 
Well Being .89 .91 .92 .89 .85 .86 
Social Potencv- .84 .75 .85 .78 .70 .73 
Achievement .62 .79 .64 .51 .60 .49 
Social Closeness .88 .89 .96 .91 .82 .91 
Stress Reaction .72 .85 .77 .68 .54 .72 
Alienation .89 88 .81 .91 .80 .82 
Aggression .91 .92 .92 94 .90 .90 
Control vs. Imp .81 .82 .78 .88 .77 .77 
Harm Avoidance .86 .90 .79 .89 .85 .77 
Traditionalism .81 .83 .80 .75 .74 .83 
Absorption .64 .84 .69 .69 .57 .66 
[Mean .81 .85 .81 .80 .74 .77 
Note. Correlations are between correlational profiles of scales with the set of 91 external criteria. AI = .A.ctual 
scales time-1: A2 = Actual scales time-2; F1 = Forecasted scales time-1; F2 = Forecasted scales time-2. 
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APPENDIX 7 
REGRESSION WEIGHTS TO OBTAIN FORECASTED-ACL SCALES 
Favorable Adjectives Checked= [33.19 + (Well Being*.62) + (Social Potency*-.09) + (Achievement*.04) 
(Social CIoseness*.42) + (Stress Reaction*-.33) + (Alienatioii*.01) + (Aggression*-.5l) -i-
(ControI*.39) + (Harm Avoid*.02) + (Traditionalism*.08) -t- (Absorption*.04)|. 
Unfavorable Adjectives Checked = [65.10 + (Well Being*-.59) + (Social Potenc\"'.20) + (Achievement*- 18) 
+ (Social Closeness*-.44) + (Stress Reaction*.28) + (AIienation*-.08) + (Aggression*.50) + 
(ControI*-.28) + (Harm Avoid*. 10) + (Traditionalism*-. 17) -i- (Absorption*-.07)|. 
Common Adjectives Checked = [28.79 -f- (Well Being*.55) + (Social Potency*-.28) + (Achievement*.06) -i-
(Social Closeness*.32) + (Stress Reaction*. 18) + (Alienation*-. 15) +• (Aggression*-.53) ^ 
(Control*.30) + (Harm Avoid*.00) + (Traditionalism*. 18) + (Absorption*.06)|. 
Achievement = [36.58 + (Well Being*. 16) -t- (Social Potency*.2l) -t- (Achievement*.60) (Social 
Closeness*.02) + (Stress Reaction*-.24) + (Alienation*-.03) + (Aggression*. 15) + (Control*.20) + 
(Harm Avoid*.03) + (Traditionalism*.08) + (Absorption*-. 14)|. 
Dominance = [41.86 + (Well Being*. 13) + (Social Potency*.6l) -i- (Achievement*.34) (Social 
Closeness*. 15) + (Stress Reaction*-.40) + (Alienation*.00) + (Aggression*.30) -i- (Control*-09) -
(Harm Avoid*.03) + (Traditionalism*-.04) + (Absorption*-. I3)|. 
Endurance = [33 01 -r (Well Being*.18) + (Social Potencv*.02) + (Achievement*.55) + (Social Closeness*-
.02) (Stress Reaction*-.29) -r (Alienation*.07) + (Aggression*-.04) -t- (Control*.67) -r (Harm 
Avoid*.00) + (Traditionalism*. 10) + (Absorption*-.08)|. 
Order = [33.91 -t- (Well Being*.02) + (Social Potenc\*.00) + (Achievement*.48) + (Social Closeness*-. 16) 
(Stress Reaction*-.25) -r (Alienation*.04) + (Aggression*.09) + (Control*.84) + (Harm Avoid* 00) 
+ (Traditionalism*. 16) + (Absorption*-. 13)|. 
[ntraception = [38 20 (Well Being*.52) (Social Potency*-.26) (Achievement*-.08) -t- (Social 
Closeness*.26) + (Stress Reaction*-.20) + (Alienation*.08) + (Aggression*-.59) + (Control* 46) ^ 
(Harm Avoid*.03) (Traditionalism*.04) + (Absorption*.08)|. 
Nurturance = [30.81 -i- (Well Being*.61) + (Social Potenc\*-.24) -r (Achievement*-. 14) (Social 
Closeness*.78) + (Stress Reaction*-.03) + (AIienation*.08) + (Aggression*-.90) -r (Control* 21) ^ 
(Harm Avoid*.05) + (Traditionalism*. 11) + (Absorption*. 15) j. 
Affiliation = [33.38 + (Well Being*.64) + (Social Potency*-.04) + (Achievement*-.09) (Social 
Closeness*.65) + (Stress Reaction*-.22) + (Alienation*-.06) + (Aggression*-.58) + (Control*. 10) -
(Harm Avoid*.00) + (Traditionalism*.09) + (Absorption*. 10)|. 
Heterosexuality = [33.73 + (Well Being*.38) + (Social Potency*.28) + (Achievement*-.01) + (Social 
Closeness*.85) + (Stress Reaction*-.04) + (Alienation*-.09) + (Aggression*-.22) (Control*-.22) 
+ (Harm Avoid*.00) + (Traditionalism*-.09) + (Absorption*.04)|. 
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Exhibition = [49.67 + (Well Being*.02) + (Social Potency*.7l) + (Achievement*.03) + (Social Closeness*.29) 
+ (Stress Reaction*-. 15) + (Alienation*-.02) + (Aggression*.30) -i- (Control'''-.44) + (Harm 
Avoid*.04) + (Traditionalism*-. 19) + (Absorption*-09)1. 
Autonomy = [59.66 + (Well Being*-.20) + (Social Potency*.46) -i- (Achievement*.07) + (Social Closeness*-
.31) + (Stress Reaction*-. 16) + (Alienation*.00) + (Aggression*.47) + (Control*-.39) + (Harm 
Avoid*.03) + (Traditionalisra*-.26) + (Absorption*.02)|. 
Aggression = (52.73 + (Well Being*-.31) + (Social Potency*.69) + (Achievement*.22) + (Social Closeness*-
. 12) + (Stress Reaction*.06) + (Aiienation*-.09) + (Aggression*.63) + (Control*-.46) -i- (Harm 
Avoid*.06) + (Traditionalism*-. 16) + (Absorption*-. 10) j. 
Change = [55.45 (Well Being*.06) + (Social Potency*. 15) + (Achievement*.08) + (Social Closeness*.37) + 
(Stress Reaction*.07) + (Alienation*-. 11) + (Aggression*-. 13) + (Conirol*-.63) + (Harm Avoid*-
.06) + (Tradilionalism*-.28) + (Absorption*.09)|. 
Succorance = [44.51 + (Well Being*-.29) + (Social Potenc>'*-.24) + (Achievement*-. 14) -r (Social 
Closeness*.29) + (Stress Reaction*.69) + (Alienation*-.08) + (Aggression*-.26) + (Control*-.()3) 
(Harm Avoid*. 13) + (Traditionalism*-.05) + (Absorption*.03)1. 
Abasement = [50.30 + (Well Being*-. 16) + (Social Potenc>'*-.60) + (Achievement*-. 19) + (Social 
Closeness*. 16) + (Stress Reaction*.55) + (Alienation*-05) + (Aggression*-.53) + (Control* 16) ^ 
(Harm .Avoid*.04) + (Traditionalism*.07) + (Absorption*.06)l. 
Deference = [37.60 + (Well Being*.22) + (Social Potency*-.57) + (Achievement*-. 17) + (Social 
Closeness*.24) + (Stress Reaction*. 16) + (Alienation*.03) + (Aggression*-.49) + (Control* 55) -r 
(Harm Avoid*.04) + (TraditionaIism*.27) + (Absorption*.01)|. 
Self-Contral = [40.17 -t- (Well Being*. 16) + (Social Potency*-.6l) + (Achievement*.00) + (Social Closeness*-
. 16) -r (Stress Reaction*.08) + (Alienation*.08) + (Aggression*-.40) (Control*.81) (Harm 
Avoid*-.07) + (Traditionalism*.23) + (Absorption*-.01)1. 
Self-Confidence = [41.75 + (Well Being*.36) + (Social Potency*.40) + (Achievement*.26) + (Social 
Closeness*.34) + (Stress Reacuon*-.51) + (Alienation*-.01) + (Aggression*. 10) + (Control*- 12) -
(Harm Avoid*.00) -r (Traditionalism*.03) (Absorption*-. 12)|. 
Personal Adjustment = [33.29 + (Well Being*.59) + (Social Potency*-.08) + (Achicvemcnt*-.02) -s- (Social 
Closeness*.44) + (Stress Reaction*-.29) + (Alienation*.09) + (Aggrcssion*-.32) + (Control* 31) ^ 
(Harm Avoid*.03) + (Traditionalism*. 12) + (Absorption*.00) 1. 
Ideal Self= [45.14 + (Well Being*.32) + (Social Potency*. 16) + (Achievement*. 12) -t- (Social Closcness*.()7) 
(Stress Reaction*-.60) + (Alienation*.08) + (Aggression*.05) -f- (Control*.44) + (Harm Avoid*-
.12) + (Traditionalism*.06) + (Absorption*-.08)1. 
Creative Personality = [59.51 + (Well Being*.23) + (Social Potency*. 14) -t- (Achievement*.02) -r (Social 
Closeness*-. 19) + (Stress Reaction*-.42) + (Alienation*-.01) + (Aggression*. 11) + (Control*- 29) 
+ (Harm Avoid*-.01) + (Traditionalism*-. 18) + (Absorption*.05)|. 
Military Leadership = [32.17 + (Well Being*.38) + (Social Potency*-.05) + (Achievement*.31) + (Social 
Closeness*. 13) + (Stress Reaction*-. 18) + (Alienation*-.07) + (Aggression*-.30) -r (Control* 46) -r-
(Harm Avoid*.00) + (Traditionalism*. 12) + (Absorption*-.05)|. 
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Masculine Attributes = [55.38 + (Well Being*-.09) + (Social Potency*.38) + (Achievement*. 3 2) + (Social 
Closeness*-.2l) + (Stress Reaction*-.6T) + (Alienation*. 16) + (Aggression* 1.03) + (Control*-.02) 
+ (Harm Avoid*-. 10) + (Traditionalism*. 11) + (Absorption*-.35)|. 
Feminine Attributes = [26.95 + (Well Being*.45) + (Social Potenc>'*-. 12) + (Achievement*-.07) + (Social 
Closeness*.60) + (Stress Reaction*.52) -i- (Alienation*-.29) + (Aggression*-.86) + (Control*.00) + 
(Harm Avoid*.20) + (Traditionalism*-. 13) + (Absorption*.26)(. 
Critical Parent = [51.79 + (Well Being*-.53) + (Social Potenc>'*.59) + (Achievement*.45) + (Social 
Closeness*-.42) + (Stress Reaction*. 16) + (Alienation*-. 18) + (Aggression*.69) + (Conirol*-.28) -i-
(Harm Avoid*. 12) -t- (Traditionalism*-. 10) + (Absorption*-. 16)|. 
Nurturant Parent = [35.00 + (Well Being*.50) + (Social Potency*-.! 1) + (Achievement*.02) + (Social 
Closeness*.44) + (Stress Reaction*-.34) + (Alienation*.09) + (Aggression*-.5l) + (Control*.51) + 
(Harm Avoid*.05) + (Traditionalism*.03) + {Absorption*.00)l. 
Adult- [38.47 -f- (Well Being*.31) + (Social Potency*-.02) + (Achieveraent*.21) + (Social Closeness*- 05) + 
(Stress Reacuon*-.49) + (Alienation*.04) + (Aggression*-.07) + (Control*.70) + (Harm Avoid*-
.02) + (Traditionalism*. 10) + (Absorption*-. 11) j. 
Free Child = [48.27 -r (Well Being*.37) + (Social Potency*.51) + (Achievement*. 10) + (Social 
Closeness*.44) + (Stress Reaction*-.38) -i- (Alienation*.02) -s- (AggressiQn*-.06) + (Control*-.65) + 
(Harm Avoid*-.03) + (Traditionalism*-. 15) + (Absorption*.03)|. 
Adapt Child = [58.61 + (Well Being*-.42) + (Social Fotency*-.07) + (Acluevement*-.19) (Social 
Closeness*-.09) + (Stress Reaction*.60) + (Alienation*-. 17) + (Aggression*.04) + (Control*-45) ^ 
(Harm Avoid*.02) + (Traditionalism*.01) + (Absorption*.03)l. 
High Origence/Low Intellectance = [58.01 -r (Well Being*-.08) + (Social Potency*. 18) + (Achievement*- 22) 
+ (Social Closeness*.48) + (Stress Reaction*-.05) + (Alienation*-. 13) + (Aggression*. 15) + 
(Control*-.32) + (Harm Avoid*-. 19) + (Traditionalism*.00) + (Absorption*.03)|. 
High Origence/High Intellectance = [66.30 -i- (Well Being*-. 15) + (Social Potenc\'*-.01) (Achicvement*-
. 16) + (Social CIoseness*-.35) -t- (Stress Reaction*. 10) + (Alienation*-.02) + (Aggression*.09) + 
{Control*-.50) + (Harm Avoid*-.01) + (Traditionalism*-.27) + (Absorption* 19)|. 
Low Origence/Low Intellectance = [33.41 + (Well Being*.55) + (Social Potenc\'*-. 13) + (Achicvement*-.31) 
+ (Social Closeness*.58) + (Stress Reaction*-.07) + (Alienation*.07) + (Aggression*-.51) -+• 
(Control*.30) + (Harm Avoid*.09) + (Traditionalism*.08) + (Absorption*.04)|. 
Low Origence/High Intellectance = [45.75 + (Well Being*. 12) + (Social Potency*-. 16) + (Achievement* 33) 
-i- (Social Closeness*-.35) + (Stress Reaction*-.27) + (Alienation*.00) + (Aggression*-.01) 
(Control*.44) + (Harm Avoid*-.02) + (Traditionalism*.20) + (Absorption*-. 11)1. 
135 
APPENDIX 8 
CORRELATION OF EXTRINSIC CONVERGENT VALIDATION PROFILES 
FOR ACTUAL- AND FORECASTED-ACL SCALES 
Theme ^AIA; •"FIF; TAIFI rA::F; •"fi.V: 
Num fav check .91 .93 .93 .92 .91 .86 
Num unfav check .87 .92 93 .90 .88 .84 
Conun adj check .89 .91 .94 .90 .88 .87 
Achievement .80 .88 .73 .86 .72 .77 
Dominance .78 .85 .83 .76 .69 .71 
Endurance .84 .87 .88 .93 .84 83 
Order .82 .84 .78 .94 .82 .79 
Intraception .86 .92 .93 .90 .83 88 
Nunurance .93 .93 .96 .94 .94 .88 
Affiliation .92 .93 .95 .93 .93 .85 
Heterosexuality .89 .89 .92 .90 .93 .77 
Exhibition .62 .72 .81 .89 .67 .59 
Autonomy .84 .85 .81 .83 .87 .66 
Aggression .79 .85 .92 .92 .84 .76 
Change .62 .78 .63 .78 .68 .49 
Succorance .83 .82 .86 .72 .76 .75 
Abasement .81 .78 .79 .74 .74 .62 
Deference .85 .83 .87 .89 .85 .71 
Self-Control .71 .74 .81 .93 .73 .70 
Self-Confldence .86 .90 .89 .86 .84 .78 
Personal adj .90 .92 .94 .90 .92 .84 
[deal Self .82 .92 .72 .86 .82 .62 
Creative personal .84 .73 .76 .61 .75 .55 
Militan lead .86 .91 .89 91 .85 85 
Masculine attrib 93 90 .92 .92 .89 .90 
Feminine attrib .93 92 95 93 91 89 
Critical parent .81 .91 .86 .88 .87 .76 
Nurturant parent .90 .92 .93 .95 92 .85 
Adult .88 .90 .85 .89 .80 84 
Free child .74 82 .78 .91 .79 .64 
Adapted child .85 .92 .87 .84 .80 .79 
Hi ong, Lo intell .59 .70 68 .83 .71 .43 
Hi orig. Hi mtell .83 .89 .82 .92 .88 .75 
Lo orig, Lo intell .91 .93 .94 .93 .95 85 
Lo oris. Hi intell .78 .81 .73 .86 .73 .68 
Mean .82 .86 .86 .87 .82 .77 
Note. Correlations are between correlational profiles of scales with the set of 91 external criteria. A1 = Actual 
scales time-l; A2 = Actual scales time-2: Fl = Forecasted scales time-1: F2 = Forecasted scales time-2. 
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NOTES 
1. SMPY talent searches have also utilized the American College Test (ACT) as a method for 
identifying gifted students. The ACT consists of four subtests: Math, Science Reasoning, 
English, and Reading. Scores on each subtest range from 1 to 36. 
2. In March of 1994, the SAT underwent structural changes. The SAT-I; Reasoning Test 
contains the verbal and mathematical sections. The verbal section now includes more reading 
passages and vocabulary is tested in context rather than with antonyms. Increased emphasis 
has also been placed on application and interpretation in the mathematical section. The 
mathematical section also has added questions that require student-produced answers rather 
than multiple choice. Students also are allowed to use calculators while taking the test. 
Participants in the 1992 through 1994 talent searches were identified via the old SAT, while 
those in the 1995 and 1996 talent searches were identified via the new SAT. Those taking the 
newer SAT were selected using cutting scores at a comparable ability level to other students 
identified by the older SAT. 
3. Factor scores also were computed using the factor solutions provided in Piedmont et al 
(1991). The results of these analyses did not differ substantially from those found using the 
factor scores derived with the current sample in that a couple of the Big Five factors seemed 
to correlate with external criteria in ways one would expect while others did not demonstrate 
the expected pattern. Thus, the use of Piedmont's factor solution would lead to the same 
conclusion that, perhaps, the Big Five is not as readily recoverable from the ACL scales as 
initial analyses seemed to suggest. 
4. A coefficient akin to a factor congruence coefficient also could be computed, however, in 
these analyses there was not a substantive difference between the coefficients computed here 
and those computed using factor congruence methodology. 
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